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. 81 "i | 
= YouR letters, Part. IT, addreſſed to the 
Jews, would have been anſwered by 
tne long before this, but for the reaſons 
which I ſhall mention hereafter : for not- 
withſtanding your ſtudied neglect of me, 
| by addrefling your letters to the Jewiſh 
nation, when they ought in ſtrict propriety 
to have been addreſſed to me, (as through- 
out the whole, yon animadvert on the 
proofs that I have advanced in anſwer ta 
your letters :) and by which, you ſeem to 
intimate, that it is beneath your dignity to 
contend with ſo ignorunt and uncandid a 
berſon. But notwithſtanding all this, and 
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(2) 
the threatenings. from another quarter *, [ 
am not to be deterred, from what I think 


is my duty: for having once put my hand 


to the plough, I ſcorn' to ſhrink from the 


taſk; eſpecially as it is my earneſt wiſh 


that a ſubject of ſuch importance, may be 


fully inveſtigated. I therefore am happy 


to find, that you have done me the honor 
to animadvert on my letters to you, in an- 


{wer to thoſe you addreſſed to our nation: 
no matter as to the manner, although fo 
contrary to my expectation. For I was 


in hopes that my reply to your firſt letters, 
would have led you to have purſued the 


arg ument in a friendly and candid manner, 
| accordin g to the method propoſed by me, 
(page 91, and 95,) and which would ſaon 
have brought the diſcuſſion to its Hees 


termination. 
Thus much I 3 proper to pre- 
miſe, that you might not impute my long 
ſilence, to any doubt I entertained of an- 


5  Anti-Soggaus, alias Anſelm Bayly, has in his re- 
marks on my firſt letters, threatened 7o tear me and my Lin- 
gua Sacra to pieces, if I again offer to touch the name, 
word, or character of Jeſus, mt profane lips, &c. 


ſwering 


BY 
ſwering your letters; but the true cauſe 
of this delay, is as follows. Firſt, the im- 
portant work of LIN GVA SAcRA, which 
is juſt completed, occupied all my time; 
having been obliged to fit at my deſk, ſix- 
teen hours out of the four- and- twenty 
daily, as I informed you at the firſt inter- 
view that you was pleaſed to honor me 
with“; fo that you may eaſily perceive, 


I had but little time to ſpare for any other 


| performance. 1 
Second, the ne into which the 
greateſt part of our nation were thrown on 


the appearance of my reply to your firſt 
letters; at the ſame time highly blaming 


my temerity, in thus entering into a con- 
teſt that might coſt them dear : for having 
long felt the iron hand of perſecution, for 


the moſt frivolous and groundleſs accuſa- 


tions, they conſequently dreaded the moſt 
diſtant attempt at what might by male- 


yolent perſons be conſtrued an attack upon 


the eſtabliſhed religion, as this hath all- 
| war been ſtudiouſſy avoided by usF. 


, See alſo my Addreſs at the end of Lingua Sacra. 
_ + See my firſt letters, page 4, and note. Fr 


» This 


combat, and which was exactly the caſe 


„ | 

"7 his being the. caſe, no Wonder that WE 
they were greatly alarmed at my attempt, 
and natyrally feared the conſequence. WP 
And, although I tek great pains to re- 
move their apprehenſion, by repreſenting 
_ aſſuring them that we had nothing to 
fear, as Chriſtians were more enlightened, 
and had intirely abandoned perſecution. 
Nay, eyen Chriſtians themſelyes court the 
inquiry, as they obſerve that Chriſtianity can 
aoel[ bear it; and therefore urge us to the 


with me in this inſtance: for I did not 
begin the controyerſy, but had only ſtated 
the reaſons why we could not accept your 
offers to farſake Judaiſm, and embrace 
What you are pleaſed to call Chriſtianity, 
_ conſequently, I ſtogd on the defenſive 
only. Yet, notwithſtanding all this, and 
much more to the purpoſe, I was not able 
to galm their fears, or reconcile them to 
the attempt. I then judged it moſt prudent 
to leave their cure to time, (which perfects 
all things,) and that they might in the 
interim Sy, What reception my perfor- 
mance 


manco met with from Chriſtians in ge- 
neral: and I am happy to have it in my 
power to declare, that Chriſtians of alt 
denominations ſeem to approve of the at- 
tempt, and wiſh for a thorough diſcuſſion 
ef the ſubject, This is the unanimoug 
language of all the Chriſtians that I have 
converſed with, as well as thoſe who have 
written to. me on the ſubje&, both public 
and private* ; and which hath ſo far had 
its effect, that although they do not coun- 
tenance me,. ye! they —_— not to hin- 
der mm 
Third, the ſtrict attacks 1 pay to the 
fules you have thought proper to preſcribe 
= to your antagoniſts in controverſy, wherein 
| you require the real name of your oppo- 
| nent: r; and which, give me leave to tell 
von Sir, was the reaſon that I put my 
name to my firſt letters, although contrary 
to my original intention,” And therefore, 
as you have been pleaſed to obſerve, (page 
52 of your letters, Part II.) * I have 


9 r Anti-Socinus, 1 Anſelm Bayly, Jobn 
Rauley Swain, and Mr. Cumberland. 


7 Pref. 1 on Matter and Spirit, page 19. 
— 5 « made 


« 69 
e made this ſecond: addreſs to you, not 


e becauſe I thought Mr. Levi's arguments 
« formidable, Of this I think you muſt 
* now be ſenſible yourſelves: but rather 


* to ſhow the importance of a defence of 
„% your principles, better conſidered, and 


© better conducted, than his has been: 


* and it is my earneſt with that the ableſt 


* men you have may give their moſt ſe. 


* rjous attention to it. 1 
. Now, in compliance with your ** earneſt 


wiſh,” I haye waited hitherto, in hopes, 
that ſome more able pen might take up 
the ſubject; but as our able men have not 
thought proper to pay any attention to 


your deſire, and have not entered into a 


defence of our principles, better. con/idered, 
and better conducted than mine was, I have 


again ſtepped forward, to enter into a de- 


fence of our doctrine, and which I ſhall 
conduct as well as I can; and that you, as 
a philoſopher, muſt be ſenſible, is the ut- 


moſt that man can do: for of him to 


whom but little is given, but little is re- 
quired: for I did not ſo much aſpire-to 


fame in this controverſy, as to give a juſt 
L idea 
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idea of the Jewiſh faith, and the reaſons 
for our perſeverance therein, notwithſtand- 
ing all our ſufferings: firmly relying on 
the promiſes of God to redeem us, when 
we have fully repented of all our fins. The 
foregoing reaſons have been the cauſe of 
retarding the preſent publication; but 
which, I hope, will not be the caſe in our 
future correſpondence. 


te 6 
With all due reſpect, 
Your moſt obedient humble Servant, 


1 . DAVID LEVI. 
Lenden, Of, 14th 1788. 
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The arvinity of Chriſt and his pre=exiſtent ſtate, 
proved to be taught in the Goſpels; and con- 
ſequently, whoever does not believe the fame is 

no mtitled to the appellation of a Chriſtian. 
Hence alſ5 the charges exhibited by Dr. Prieſt- 
ley againſt Mr. Levi, of his want of candour, 
gnorance of the New Teſtament, &c. are 


ſhewn not to be well founded. 


Dr AR SIR, 
IN your firſt Letter to the 3 (Part Il. ) you 
are pleaſed to charge me with ignorance of pro- 
fane literature and want of candour; theſe are your 
words, (page 1,) “ ſhould have been more happy 
* if he (Mr. Levi you mean) had been better 
* acquainted with profane literature as it is com- 
* monly, though improperly called, and if he had 
* ſhewn a little more candour.” And page 3, 
you obſerve, © It is neceſſary alſo to the proper 
* GUiſcuſſion of the evidences of Chriſtianity, that 
* the Jews ſhould be well acquainted with the 
New Teſtament, which Mr. Levi is not.” 


B | Theſe 


| 
* 
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10 LETTERS TO | | 
Theſe charges had they been well founded, 


would have been of great weight, and have proved 


me to be utterly unfit for the taſk that I have un- 


dertaken; more eſpecially the laſt : for I am clear}; 


of opinion, that no one ought to enter into a dil- 
cuſſion of the evidences of Chriſtianity, that is not 


well acquainted with the New Teſtament: thous! 


I cannot perceive the neceſſity of ſo great an ac- 


quaintance with profane literature“: for I am fully 
perſuaded that Scripture, is the beſt interpreter of 


Scripture. I ſhall, however, conſider all your 
charges ſeparately. And firſt of my want of can- 


dour, 


You obſerve (page 155 in ſupport of your 
charge, that I aſſerted, page 9, of my anſwer 
to your firſt letters, that you are not intitle 
to the appellation of a Chriſtian. © This is 
a heavy charge, and which as a lover of truth, 


IT am bound to recall as haſty and ill founded; 
or defend it as juſt. The latter, is what | 


chooſe, though had you been candid enoug| 
to have quoted men intire, it would have fave 


me great part of the trouble: for I aſſerted 
F (page 8,) that you obſerved, (firſt Letters to 
the Jews, page 41, that che miraculous con- 


„I mean between Jews and Chriſtians: but as to the di- 


putes, among Chriſtians themſelves, concerning the UNITY 
and TRINITY ; and when they firſt began to pay divins 
.. honours to Jeſus ; to pray to him, &c. &c. it may perhaps be 
of ſome ſervice, in order to ſhe the great learning, and abl- 
lities of the different writers. 


ception 


r 
ception of Jeſus does not appear to you to be 
ſufficiently authenticated, and that the original 
= Goſpel of St. Matthew did not contain it. And 
W that you © do not believe in the miraculous con- 
3 ception of Jeſus; and that you are of opinion 
that he was the legitimate ſon of Joſeph*.” 
then proceeded to obſerve, (page 9,) © After 
| ſuch aſſertions as theſe, how you can be intitled 
to the appellation of a Chriſtian in the ſtrict ſenſe 
| of the word, is to me really incomprehenſible.” 

This, Sir, is what I aſſerted, and for which 
] truſt, I have ſufficient authority; for your 
doctrine is ſo oppoſite to what I always under- 
ſtood to be true Chriſtianity, as taught in the 
Goſpels, (to the hiſtory of which you refer us,) 
that I think it is almoſt impoſlible for the perſon 
that embraces it, to be denominated a Chriſtian, 
For in the firſt place, the Goſpel of St. Matthew 
and St. Luke, as at preſent received by Chriſtians 
| of all denominations, aſſert the miraculous con- 
| ception of Jeſus, and conſequently his pre-exiſtent 
{ ſtate: this, according to your doctrine is falſe; 
as you firmly deny both the miraculous conception 
of Chriſt, and his pre-exiſtent ſtate : and therefore 
with one ſtroke of your pen, pronounce the two 
firſt chapters of the preſent editions of Matthew 
to be ſpurious. And, as to Luke, you obſerve, 
(Letters to the Jews, Part IT. page 10.) „ have 
* ſhewn that it abounds with the moſt manifeſt 
® improbabilities.” Now Sir, what can a Jew 
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neceſſary, is not now before us,) he came for no- 
thing. For according to your opinion, he did not 


one part of the Goſpel to be more authentic than 
another? the Jew will in conſequence reject the 


not. And, here I muſt take the liberty to remind 
you of the error, which you have fallen into, and 


12 LETTERS TO 
or an Infidel do more, to overturn the authenticity 
of the Goſpel ? for if one part of it is ſpurious, and 
another improbable, and that in the moſt eſſential 
part of Chriſtianity. I ſay the moſt eſſential part, 
for if Chriſt's divinity is falſe, and he did not 
come to ſuffer for the redemption of mankind, 
as Chriſtians hold, (whether that redemption was 


—_ 
—_— . 


come to abrogate the Moſaical diſpenſation, nor 
did he come to reclaim our nation from any par- 
ticular fin, as idolatry, &c. Or denounce ven- 
geance againſt them in caſe of diſobedience, as 1 
we find the other prophets did. And therefore, Þ 
if the moſt eſſential part of the Goſpel is ſpurious 
or improbable, where are we to draw the line? 
Or who at this diſtance of time can pronounce 


whale, 

And thus I am confident, Chrisi in general 
would argue againſt the Moſaical diſpenſation, if 
the Jews were to cavil about its authenticity, by | 
pronouncing one part of it authentic, and another 


conſequently the fallacy of the argument, you 
have from thence drawn. For you obſerve, (page 
43 of your firſt letters,) “ As you acknowledge 
cc any man to be a believer in the religion of 


“ Moles, who admits hi5 divine miſſion, nothing 
\ is 


— —ää . — ſ—— —ę—R e — — — ——  — — 


ba. PRIESTLEY. 13 
« js requiſite to denominate any perſon a Chril- 
«tian, but his believing the divine miſſion of 
« Chriſt;”” and to the ſame purport, do you ex- 
preſs yourſelf in your ſecond Letters, page 8. 

As vou here evidently inculcate, that the ſimply 
believing the divine miſſion of Moſes, or Chriſt, 
is what conſtitues Judaiſm, or Chriſtianity, I muſt 
take the liberty to inform you, that if you have 
no better authority for the latter, than you have 
for the former, it muſt appear clear to every im- 
partial perſon that, by the ſteps you have taken 
to prove the ſpuriouſneſs of part of the Goſpel, 
which teaches the divine miſſion of Chriſt, you 
have forfeited all claim to the appellation of a 
Chriſtian : i. e. a true believer in the religion of 
Chriſt, This, you will ſay, is harſh language, 
hut the love of truth obliges me to deal ſincerely 
with you. And therefore, I hope, you will not 
conſtrue this expreſſion as proceeding from diſ- 
reſpect, but on the contrary, from a ſincere regard 
for your future happineſs, by leading you into the 
path of truth, of which, I am confident, you enter- 
tain the greateſt regard. I muſt therefore tell 
you plainly, that we are ſo far from acknowleding 
any man to be a believer of the religion of Moſes, 


Who (only) adinits his divine“ miſſion, that on 
the 


E 


For are not Chriſtians in general believers of the divine 
miſjon of Moſes, and yet, they are not believers of his re- 
ligion; any more than the Mahometans are of that, or 
Chriſtianity although they allow both Moſes and Jeſus to 
have 


„ 
the contrary, if a Jew once calls in queſtion the 
authenticity of any part of the Pentiteuch, by 


obſerving, that one part is authentic, i. e. was 


delivered by God to Moſes, and that another part 


is not authentic, i. e. was not ſo delivered to him, 


but he derived it from ſome other ſource, as Pam- 
philus, (which I think is your ſignature) hath 


thought proper to aſſert, (Theological Repoſi, 


vol. iv. page 27, &c.) he 1s no longer accounted 
a Jew, i. e. a true beliver; but is called W, 4 
denier : 1. e. one that denies the word of God. 
And is alſo included in the following ſentence, 


Numb. xv. 31. TR D Becauſe be ball 


deſpiſed the word of the Lord. For every Jew is 
obliged according to the eighth article of our 


creed, to believe, that the whole law or five books, 
emphatically called the r, is from God; i 
was delivered by him to Moſes : and 5 


is no diſtinction (in point of authenticity) between 
the paſſage, D. D Dον And the children , 


Ham were Cuſh and Miſraim, Gen. x. 6. And 


TR dN am the Lord thy God. Exod. xx. 2. 


Which is the firſt of the ten commandments. All 


are equally alike the word of God, and was de. 
livered by him to Moſes. 


have been prophets, and of courſe admit their divine miſſion. 
Conſequently, it is not ſimply believing the divine miſſion of 
Moſes, that conſtitutes any man a believer of his religion, 


but a thorough conviction that the whole of the Pentateuch 15 
of divine authority, as I ſhall preſently ſhew. 


This 


is run. 15 

This, Sir, is what every Jew is obliged to be- 
heve. See Maimonides in r TID MDT The 
conſtitutions of the fundamentals of the law. And 
Gemara, Chelek. fol. 98. 

Hence you may clearly perceive, what the una- 
nimous opinion of our nation is, concerning the 
word of God; and that as ſoon as a Jew begins to 
trifle with it, by calling in queſtion the authenticity 
of any part thereof, he is no longer conſidered as 


a Jew in the ſtrict ſenſe of the word: and in like 


manner, I am clear, that whoever calls in queſtion 
the authenticity of axy part of the New Teſtament, 
cannot with propriety be called a Chriſtian in the 
ſtrict ſenſe of the word. And it is but juſt, that it 
ſhould be ſo; as the real intention of either in mak- 
ing their objections is, to deſtroy the authenticity of 
the whole, (although they may not openly avow it) 
for if any part is but once proved to be ſpurious, 
a door will be opened for another, and another 


without end. Hence, if you have any authority to 


chooſe for yourſelf, what part of the New Teſta- 
ment you will believe and receive as authentic, 
and what not, I can ſee no reaſon, why another 
perſon may not do the ſame, and fo on ad infinitum, 


till the whole is pronounced to be ſpurious. And 
therefore, if once the partition wall is thrown down, 


who ſhall be able to draw the line, and fay, fo far 
thou ſhalt go and no farther? The Chriſtian 
in ſuch caſe, would be led to diſbelieve the law: 
the Jew reject the Goſpel; and the deiſt both. 
Second, 
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Second, according to your doctrine, Jeſus Wiz 
the legitimate ſon of Joſeph and Mary: but this! 
| , apprehend is contrary to the Goſpel; ſo that either 
you or the Goſpel muſt ſpeak falſe. For I thin 
I can clearly prove, that the Goſpels teach the di. 
vinity of Chriſt: hear Sir what they ſay. © For 
te the Father judgeth no man: but hath committed 
all judgment unto the Son, that all men ſhould 
« honor the Son, even as they honor the Father,” 
&c. John v. 22, 23. © And if ye ſhall ſee the 
&« Son of man aſcend up where he was before?” 
ibid. vi. 61.” © No man taketh it from me, but 
] lay it down myſelf. I have power to lay it 
To 2 and I have power to take it again.“ ibid, 
x. 18. I and my Father are one.” ibid. 3, 
; 5 Tin that hath ſeen me, hath teen the Father. 
ibid. xiv. 9g. © Believe me that I am in the Fa- 
© ther, and the Father in me.” ibid. 11. © With 
* the glory which, I had with thee before the 
« world was.” ibid. xvii. 5. © For he knew 
« what was in man.” ibid. ii. 25. Nay, do not 
the Goſpels call Jeſus God? © God with us. 
Matt. i. 15. © To feed the church of God, 
ce which he hath purchaſ@ith his own blood.” 
Acts xx. 28. See alſo Romans, xiv. 10, II. 
Again, is not Chriſt exalted above the angels, 
Heb. i. 6. And called God? © But unto the 
« Son he faith, thy throne O God, is for ever and 
© ever.” ibid. 8. He is alſo called the true 
God. © And we know that the Son of God 1s 


come,“ &c. © This is the true God, and eternal 
ee 
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life.” 1 John v. 20. See alſo Titus ii. 10. 13. 
&c. &c. And the following are applied to Jeſus, 
as expreſſive of his divinity; becauſe they ſtrongly 
-allude to characters applicable to the Supreme 
Being only, as John xii. 41. alludes to Iſaiah vi. 5. 
Rev. i. 8, 11, 17. and 11. 8. to Ia: xli. 4. xlin. 11. 
and xliv. 6. John xx1. 16, 17. and Rev. ii. 23. 
to 1 King. viii. 39. Pſ. vii. 9. Jer. xi. 20. and 
xvli. 20. Rev. xxIl. 1 2. to Iſa. 5 10. 

Theſe expreſſions, give me leave to tell you 
Sir, evidently inculcate the doctrine of the di- 
vinity of Jeſus, and his pre-exiſtent ſtate, in the 
moſt clear and explicit manner. Hence it is 
| manifeſt, that your doctrine cannot be that of 

Chriſtianity, nor the profeſſors thereof intitled 
to the appellation of Chriſtians in the ſtrict ſenſe 
of the word: this I ſubmit to the judgment of 
all candid and impartial perſons. 

Thus much I was obliged to fay in vindication 
of my character againſt your charge of my want 
of candour, as it fully juſtifies the expreſſion I 
made uſe of in my anſwer to your firſt letters; 
and which naturally aroſe from the ſubject in diſ- 
cuſſion. For as you invited the Jews to embrace 
what you called Chriſtianity, for the truth of 
which you referred us to the Goſpel, and at the 
fame time aſſerted the ſpuriouſneſs of part of the 
ſaid Goſpel, I conſequently had a juſt right to 
examine a doctrine that appeared ſo inconſiſtent: 
the reſult of which was, that it appeared to me to 
differ ſo widely from the Chriſtianity taught in 

. the 
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the Goſpels, that I found it utterly impoſlible to 


reconcile the one with the other: and in con- 
ſequence thereof, pronounced that, the profeſſor 


of that doctrine could not be intitled to the ap- 


pellation of a Chriſtian. 
This Sir, is the want of unanimity among 
Chriſtians, that 1 complain of *; for if according 
to 


* And what is ſtill a greater proof of the want of unani- 
mity among Chriſtians, is, their charging each other with 


being guilty of 7mprety. This, I perceive, by your own words; 


for in your letters to Dr. Horſley, in anſwer to his animad- 


verſions on the hiſtory of the corruptions of Chriſtianity, you 
obſerve, (page 103,) “ You here ſpeak of the 7mpiety of the 
„ Unitarians. Before you repeat any expreſſions of this kind, 


«© I beg you would pauſe a little, and conſider how ſuch lan- 


% guage might be retorted upon yourſelf, If it be impiet) 


* to reduce a God to the ſtate of a man, is it not equally in- 


* þ70u5 to raiſe any man to a ſtate of equality with God, that 


«« God who has declared that he will not give his glory to 


c another, who has no equal, and who in this reſpec ſtiles 


«© himſelf a jealous God? This you ſay reſpects the gods of 
te the heathens. But what were the heathen gods, but either 
* the ſun, moon, and ftars, or dead men, all creatures of 
God, and deriving their power from him? And if Chrilt 


„ be n- God, he mult be a creature of God too; wr there 
- 0c" an be no medium between creature and creator. 


The truth and propriety of your reaſoning, is "INE 


conſpicuous, and I muſt freely acknowledge that, the force of 


it made ſo great an impreſſion on my mind at the time of read- 
ing it, that I was firmly perſuaded that, this mutual upbraid- 
ing, and want of candour, muſt for ever remain an inſupera- 
ble bar to the Jews, (although they had no other objection) 


_ and effetually prevent the reception of Chriſtianity among 
them. For let them embrace which fide they will, ill will 
they be accounted im pious by the other, And 
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to your hypotheſis Jeſus was only a mere man, 
and did not abrogate the law of Moſes, but came 
only as a prophet, though at the ſame time he 
did not admoniſh our nation to return to God, 
and repent of their ſins, otherwiſe puniſhment - 
would follow, as was the caſe with the other pro- 


C4 phets 


And, this ſeems alſo to be the opinion of a certain writer“ =: 
{who appears to be of your ſe, and whoſe writings you have 14. 
not thought unworthy a place in your excellent Repoſitory) for 
the decay of Chriſtianity; for he has put the following words 
into the mouth of one of his characters f. ** But excluſive of 
* this, may we not ſay, that there are ſo many ſeeming. 1 l 
e contradictions, and a multiplicity of obſcure paſſages in it, 118 
e that it looks as if it could not be in its preſent condition, a 14 
« rule of faith: and that Chriſtians differ {o much about the | 
*© meaning of the texts of their Bible, that reaſon knows not 
«© what to ſay to a religion ſo variouſly repreſented, It is 
„ not only the two great camps, pap:/? againſt proteſtaut, and 
% proteflant againſt papiſt, who make the religion as different 
“as black and white: that the reformed miſſion at Malabar tell 
the Jadiaus they muſt not hearken to the Je/uits if they ex- 
T ped ſalvation ; and the Monks at Coromandel declare, on the 
«« contrary, to thoſe Indians, that they will be damned to 
eternity, if they are converted to what the Daniſb miniſters 
call Chriſtianity : which made the famous Bramin Padma- 
te naba ſay, that it was impoſſible for him to become a Chriſ- 
e tian, till the learned Chriſtian prieſts had agreed among 
themſelves what Chriſtianity was; for he had not erudition 
and judgment enough to decide in the intricate controverſy ; 
„but, excluſive of this, proteſtants are ſo divided among 
„ themſelves, even the church of Eugland againſt the church 
of England—Diſſenters againſt Difjenters—and give ſuch 


Ws John Buncle. | 
\ + Life of John Buncle, Vol. II. page 200. 
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pfhets: I cannot perceive for what purpoſe he 
came, or had a divine miſſion “; or what you 

would 


& different accounts of the revealed ſyſtem, that it require; 
« more underſtanding, and ftri&, ſerious enquiry, than the 
ec generality of people have, or can ſpare, to be able to de. 
„ termine in what party of the celebrated critics and expoji. 
« tors true religion is to be found; and where the controverſy 
« is ſo dark and various, and the authorized profeſſors can- 
« not agree among nen what can a man of plain un- 
«« derftanding ſay to it.” Examples without number might 
be produced in OY of my poſition ; but I forbear cit- 
ing any more to avoid prolixity. And now Sir, give me leave 
to aſk you, whether you look upon the Jews to be ſuch idiots, ; 
or ſo infatuated, as to give up, notwithſtanding your ſalvo, 
which is a mere fallacy, as I ſhall preſently ſhew, the religion 
given by God himſelf in the moſt ſolemn manner, the like cf 
which was neyer heard, (Deut. iv. 34. and v. 23.) for ſuch 
manifeſt contradictions? If you do, I can aſſure you, you 
will find yourſelf greatly miſtaken: for they are fully con- 
vinced, that the Goſpels teach that ddt rine, the manifeſt abſur- 
dity and impiety of which, you yourſelf acknowledge, muſt 
prevent the reception of Chriſtianity, among thoſe that are noi 
Chriſtians. (Letters to Horfley page 109.) This doctrine they 
never can receive, conſiſtent with their idea of the true unity 
of God, but which muſt nevertheleſs be embraced by Chril- 
tians if the Goſpels be true: for till you can clearly and ſatis- 
factory prove the ſpuriouſneſs of ALL thoſe parts of the Gol- 
pels which teach that doctrine, they myſt remain in their full 
force, notwithſtanding any thing that you can ſay to the con- 
trary. But, when you have once proved that, why then, there 
is an end of Chriſtianity, and conſequently of all diſputes be. 
tween Jews and Chriſtians about it. 

Perhaps, you or ſome others may tell me that he came to 
teach the reſurrection; but to this I anſwer, that the doctrine 
of the reſurrection of the foul with the ſame body, was wel! 
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would have us embrace when we beeome what 
you call Chriſtians. In your firſt letters to the 
Jews (page 54) you obſerve, © There is no oc 
« caſion for you Jews to connect yourtelves, 
« with any claſs of Chriſtians. On the contrary, . 
« fince you are ſtill to be diſtinguiſhed as Jews, 
« no leſs than as Chriſtians, it will be more con- 
« yenient for you to form a ſeparate church, and 
« to keep your Sabbath as you now do.” But 
= dear Sir, why the Sabbath only ? are not all the 
WW precepts of the Moſaical diſpenſation, held by us 

do be equally binding? Of this I think you ought 
to be fully ſenſible. But ſuch a church as you 
have here deſcribed, I think never was heard of, 
as I verily believe it is neither Jew, nor Chriſtian, 
and for which I am really at a loſs to find a proper 
name; however, this is what you call Chriſtianity, _ 

Now on the other hand, the Goſpel reaches the 
divinity of Chriſt, his pre-exiſtent ſtate, and di- 
vine miſſion as already ſhewn; and alſo his power 
to abrogate the ceremonial law. See Epheſ. ii. 15. 
Cor. ii. 7, 11. Acts xill, 39. and xv. 10, 11. 
Rom. vii. 6. Gal. iii. 24, 25. and iv. 3. to 8. Heb. 
vii. 7. &c. &c. Nay, ſo far do the Goſpels teach 
che divinity of Chriſt, that it informs us, that it 
was on account of Chriſt's arrogating to himſelf 


that 


known to and taught by the Jews for almoſt a thouſand years 
before Chriſt was upon earth, as I have clearly proved againſt 
the Opinions of Dr. Prideaux, (See Levi's Ceremonies of the 


Jews, page 261) it conſequently, cannot be ſaid that he came 
for that expreſs purpoſe, | 
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that divinity, (and which our anceſtors, according 
to their opinion of the ſtrict unity of God, called 


blaſphemy) that he ſuffered ; for no other crime do 
1 find alleged againſt him: though you have a(- 


ſerted the contrary in your letters ta Dr. Horſley, 
For you there obſerve, (page 56) © That the 
* high prieſt expreſſed his horror, by rending his 
e cloaths on account of Jeſus ayowing himſelf to 
cc be the Meſſiah." And i in conſequence of this, 
you proceed to aſk the Doctor (ibid.) * What 


„ would he (the high prieſt) have done if he had 
& heard, or ſuſpected, that he had made higher 
: cc pretenſions? ? And if he had made them, they 


« muſt have tranſpired.“ In anſwer to this, | 
muſt tell you, (and which you ovght to have 
known without ſuch information} that he did 
make higher pretenſions, and that they did tran- 
ſpire, ſo as to come to the ears of the high prieſt: 


and in conſequence thereof, he put the allowing 


queſtion to Jeſus in the moſt ſolemn manner, as 
recorded in Matt. xxvi. 62. © And the high prieſt 
« anſwered and faid unto him, I adjure thee by the 


= living God, that thou tell us whether thou be the 


ee Chriſt the Son of God.” Here you may plainiy 

perceive, that the high prieſt did not aſk him if he 
was the Meſſiah, but whether he was the Son of God, . 
as he had heard that he had laid claim to; and the 


_ anſwer which he returned, having confirmed the 


ſuſpicion of the High Prieſt, he rent his cloaths: 


becauſe, he deemed fuch pretenſion to be blaſ- 


48 phemy , 
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phemp, as he obſerved verſe 65, but which could 
not have been the caſe, had he only laid claim to 
the title of Meſſiah. For that would not have 
been blaſphemy; nor would the high prieſt have 
rent his cloaths, any more than Jeremiah did at the 
falſe prophecy of Hananiah, although in flat con- 
tradiction to that which he was ordered by God 
| to anounce. And, notwithſtanding that Jeremiah 


: pronounced his death as a falſe prophet, and 


which actually took place in the ſame year that 
the tranſaction happened; yet, did not Jeremiah 


f tend his cloaths, becauſe it was not blaſphemy: 


although Hananiah pretended to prophecy in 
the name of God, when he was not commanded. 
Hence it is manifeſt, that no other crime was 

alleged againſt him, as I have obſerved. And 
| which is farther confirmed, by the following paſ- 
ſage, John xix. 7. The Jews anſwered him, 
© we have a law, and by our law he ought to die, 
« becauſe he hath made himſelf the Son of God.“ 
They do not ſay, becauſe he claimed the title of 
Meſſiah, no: but becauſe he laid claim to a far 
more exalted title, viz. the Son of God. 

But above all Sir, can any church be called 
Chriſtian, or the members thereof be called Chriſ- 
tans, unleſs they receive baptiſm, by being bap- 
tiled unto Chriſt? the eſſential part of which, is 
to be baptiſed in the name of the F ather, and of 
the an and the Holy Ghoſt “. 


* Miniſtry of baptiſm. | 
Now, 


WW: Ꝙß D’; rn 
Now, theſe things, viz. the divinity of Chrit; 
his pre-exiſtence, and power to abrogate the cere-. 
monial part of the law, as alſo the miraculous con. 
ception, are all taught in the Goſpels: and the 
ceremony juſt mentioned, points out the eſſentia 
qualification of a Chriſtian ; conſequently; he that 
does not believe the doctrine of the Trinity, can- 
not be a Chriſtian if the Goſpels be true. Neither 
can we become Chriſtians unleſs we receive bap- 
tilſm; and which, according to the form of the 
church, muſt be in the name of the three perſons : 
but which is incompatiable with our idea of the 
true unity of God: and as you obſerve“, is draw- 
ing us to the worſhip of another God beſides that 
ol our fathers. 

This Sir, is what I farther thought 18 
urge in vindication of my character, in anſwer to 
the charge of want of candour, which you have been 
pleaſed to exhibit againſt me; and which J hope, 
will alſo convince you, that I am not fo ignorant 
of the New Teſtameat, as you would ſeem to 
inſinuate: for I was fully acquainted with the 

paſſages which you quote; page 5, and 6. In the 
ſelection of which, I think you have been rather 
| a little unfortunate: for they do not prove that 
| Jeſus, as a mere prophet, propheſied in the name 
of God, but on the contrary announce him as the 
Son of God : for the terms Father and Son, are 
alternately made uſe of; and which as Chriſtians 


* Letters, Part. II. Page 54. 
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a affert, is to point out the divinity of Chriſt, and 
his relation to the Father. For this, I think, they 
have ſome authority: eſpecially, as Jeſus appears 
ſo willing to Jet the Jews into the ſecret of his 
miraculous birth, and conſequently of his being 
the ſon of God. Do but attend to his own words, 
Matth. xxii, 41. While the Phariſees were 
cc gathered together, Jeſus aſked them, ſaying, 
« What think ye of Chriſt? whoſe ſon is he? 
40 they ſay unto him, the ſon of David. He ſaith 
« unto them, how then doth David in ſpirit (of 
0 prophecy I ſuppoſe) call him Lord, ſaying, The 
« Lord ſaid unto my Lord, fit thou on my right 
« hand till I make thine enemies thy footſtool! ? 
« If David there call him Lord, how is he his 
« ſon? And no man was able to anſwer him a 
cc word,” &c. 
In plainer language than this, it was almoſt i im- 
_ poſſible for him to expreſs himſelf, in order, as 1 
conceive, to impreſs them with the idea, that the 
Chriſt w-as not to be the real deſcendant of David 
in the ordinary courſe of nature; viz. by the co- 
pulation of a man and woman, as the Jews then 
generally believed, but in a miraculous manner: 
and that ſo far from being conſidered as the /n 
of David, he took care to inform chem that he 
was his Lord. 55 
Now, if Jeſus looked upon himſelf to be the 
Chriſt foretold or propheſied of, why then, 1 
think, he told them in as plain terms, as it was 
poſſible for tongue to expreſs, (according to his 


D manner) 
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manner) that he was not the fon of man; and if.not 
the ſon of man, why then, he muſt be the fon of 
' God. For by denying to be the ſon of David as 
they expected the Meſſiah to be, it is manifeſt, 
that he laid claim to a more exalted deſcent, and 
which I think, it is plain could not be human. 
| What degree of credit you may give to the paſ- 
ſage ; or whether you may not be pleaſed to pro- 
nounce it ſpurious, or improbable, is not my buſi- 
neſs to inquire. In the Goſpel it is, and till you 
can clearly and ſatisfactorily prove that it is nat 
genuine; it muſt ſtare you and every other So- 
cinian and Unitarian in the face, and plainly ſhew 
that, you and they do not underſtand the language 
of your and their Lord and Maſter Jeſus. 
This being the caſe, I am not a little ſurpriſed, 
how a perſon of your profound knowledge in 
| Scripture, could adduce thoſe prophecies, as proofs 
of Chriſt's propheſying in the name of God. And 
I here challenge you, or any other perſon, to pro- 
duce an inſtance of the like language in any other 
5 prophet. Nay, I freely aſſert, that the uniform 
language of all the prophets, is the direct contrary, 
as no one of them preſumed to call himſelf the 
fon of God: but all delivered their prophecies 
in one conſtant unvaried mode of expreſſion, viz. 
And the Lord ſpake, or ſaid unto Mo oſes, Foſhua, &c. 
Or, Thus faith the Lord of hoſts. Hear the word 
of the Lord. The hand of the Lord was upon me, 
c. &. 


And 
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And 1 am confident, that you cannot produce 
an inſtance of any prophet propheſying in the 
name of God, acting as Jeſus did, to prove his 
authority: do but attend to his own words. * And 
c when he was come into the temple, the chief 
'« prieſts and the elders of the people came unto 
«him as he was teaching, and ſaid, By what 
cc authority doeſt thou theſe things? and who 
gave thee this authority? And Jeſus anſwered, 
© and ſaid unto them, I alſo will aſk you one 
ce thing, which if ye tell me, I likewiſe will tell 
c you by what authority I do theſe things. The 
« baptiſm of John, whence was it? from heaven 
ce or of men? And they reaſoned with them- 
<« ſelves, ſaying, If we ſhall ſay from heaven; he 
« will ſay unto us, Why did ye not then believe 


« him? But if we ſhall ſay of men; we fear the 4 


« people: for all hold John as a prophet. And 
« they anſwered Jeſus, and ſaid, we cannot tell. 
« And he faid unto them, neither tell I you 
« by what authority I do theſe things.” Matth. 
xxi. 23. &c. Mark xi. 27, &c. and Luke xx. 1. 
&c. I forbear making any remarks on this pro- 
ceeding of Jeſus to ſo fair and candid a queſtion, 


(and which, if as fairly and candidly anſwered, 


might have actually led to the converſion of thoſs 


to whom he was ſent, in the firſt inſtance,) as J have 


only adduced it as a collateral proof, that his 
language was the direct contrary to that of all 
the other prophets. 

; | D2 Hence 
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* it is manifeſt, that my aſſertion, ac 1 
tid not find it recorded that Chriſt propheſied in 
the name of God, was well founded, in the ſenſc 


that I uſed it: viz. that we could not receive him 


8 a prophet, becauſe he was deficient in the eſ- 
ſential character of a prophet. And I humbly 
ſubmit it to the judgment of every candid and 
liberal mind whether his language was that of the 
other prophets : conſequently, what you have ad- 
vanced, hath not in the leaſt weakened my poh- 
tion: neither does it prove my ignorance of the 


New Teſtament, as I was well acquainted with 


thoſe and numberleſs other paſſages of the like 
import; but all which make intirely againſt your 
doctrine, as I am clear, that they inculcate the 
doctrine of Chriſt's divinity ; the ſame as Chriſbans 

in general hold. 
I ſhall now proceed to take notice of your 


literature. You obſerve (page 3,) © com- 
« plain of my opponent's want of profane lite- 
ce rature, becauſe it leaves us deſtitute of ſome 
« common principles, without which, it is im- 
te poſſible to come to any concluſion with 


theſe common principles are, I think you ought 
to have mentioned; I ſhould then have been 
better able to anſwer your objection: but if you 
thereby mean the proof of the firſt Chriſtians 
being Unitarians, or that the Ebionites were not 
heretics, &c. &c, I muſt refer you to page 10, and 

note, 
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third charge, viz. my ignorance of profane 


« reſpect to the queſtion in debate,” What 


— 
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note, where I have obſerved, that theſe things have 
nothing to do with the diſputes between Jews and 
3 Chriſtians: the Bible, I contend, ought to be the 
proper and {ole arbiter between them : confequent- 
, 1 cannot perceive wherein the impoſſibility of 
odor coming to any concluſion with reſpect to the 
queſtion in debate can exiſt. For the queſtion 
between Jews and Chriſtians is, ſimply, whether 
| the Goſpel reaches any doctrine that 1s repug- 

W nt to the Moſaical difpenſation ; and whether 
me acts of Jeſus recorded therein, were con- 
W formable to the prophecies delivered in the 
odd Teftament as deſcriptive of the Meſſiah, 
ſo as to prove their completion in his perſon. 
The former, I think, is fully proved by the 
| foregoing ; and the latter, I mean to conſider at 
large in my Diſſertation on al! the prophecies 
concerning the Meſſiah, in which I intend to 
ake a review of ſuch prophecies as Chriſtians 
only apply to the Meſſiah, as well as thoſe 
| which both Jews and Chriſtians apply to him: 
| and which give me leave to tell you Sir, 1s the 
courſe you ought to have taken, as I obſerved 
(page 91) of my Letters, and not have referred 
us to the reſult of what you call your inquiries 
into the prophecies in the Theological Repoſi - 
tory: for thoſe inquiries do not ſeem to concern 
the controverſy between Jews and Chriſtians, 
but more properly Unitarians and Chriſtians, as 
may be obſerved from your own words. “ All“ 

Theol. Rep. Vol. V, page 212, 213. 
“ Chriſtian 


V \  YBBTFESLSTTO: . 
* Chriſtian commentators and critics have found 
« great difficulties in this ſubject. But f. 
| appears to me, that they have ariſen chieſy 
| « from the neceſſity they imagined themſelves 
to be under of applying more prophecic 
to Jeſus Chriſt, than, in my opinion, belong 
to him, and eſpecially from not diftinguiſhine 
the characters of the humble prophet fron 
« thoſe of the temporal prince, but applying n 
« a ſpiritual ſenſe to the former, what va 
intended in a literal ſenſe for the latter: 
« which they have too cloſely followed the 
« writers of the New Teſtament.” This af 
tion, which ſeems to be the ground of pon 
argument, does not affect the Jews in the Jeall 
but ſeems to be aimed intirely againit the | 
Chriſtians, and the authority of the New Tel- 
tament, the uniform language of which, is highly 
deſcriptive of the exalted character of the 
Meſſiah, and not that of an humble prophet: 
conſequently, the prophecies that you hav: 
there cited, do not tend to illuſtrate rhe queſ- 
tion in debate: for which reaſon, I ſhall take 
no farther notice of them at preſent, efpectaliy 
| as ſome of them will naturally fall under ny 
| conſideration, in the aforementioned Diſſertation. 
| Fou alſo charge me (note, page 4) wich 
ll miſrepreſenting Mr. Baſnage concerning what 
lj be nas advanced about the hiſtorian Joleph 
Ben Gorion, for you obſerve, © Mr. Leu 
« ſays,” (page 61, note) © that Mr. Baſnage, 
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in his great zeal to decry this work has fallen 
e into a moſt egregious blunder: obſerving 
| « that he firſt ſays, that 1t was the production 
13 of the eleventh century, and then that it 
0 was known to Saadias in the zenth century. 
| « But this,” you ſay, © is a miſrepreſentation 
of Mr. Baſnage, who, after giving his opinion 
© - concerning the real age of this work, viz. that 
ait was the production of the eleventh century, 


gays, that it did not make its appearance before 
dhe twelfth, and that the moſt that can be 


© « ſaid is, that it may ſeem to be referred to by 
E © two writers in the tenth century, but that 
| « theſe two teſtimonies are very doubtful.” 
| This is your charge, and which give me leave 
© to tell you Sir, is not a light one, for it is no leſs 
WE than wilfully miſrepreſenting an author of note: 
but this I think, is what I never have yet been 
4 | guilty of, and ſincerely hope, never ſhall. 
| It pains me much, to be thus obliged to enter 
ſo often on my own vindication, but the love of 
truth, which I ſincerely profeſs, compels me there- 
to. And, in order to clear my character from 
this foul charge, I ſhall adduce Mr. Baſnage's 
own words, as printed in the London folio Edi- 
tion of 1708, now before me. Mr. Baſnage firſt 
obſerves, (book vii. chap. vi. page 610.) © Jo- 
* ſeph the Hiſtorian, the ſon of Gorion is one of 
« the doctors that France brought forth in the 
* eleventh century.” But page 611, he ſays, 
ft TR author of the e Midraſchin, or Commenta- 
ef ries 


| 
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| * © nies upon che Chronicles, is the firſt that ſeery, 
| * to have guoted it: but this author, whoſe name 
* was Mattenot, the ſon of Miſam, and who wrote 
* at” Toledo, is not very ancient. Saadias one of 
the excellents of the tenth century, em, all 
* % have known it.” Theſe are Mr. Baſnage's 
own words, from which it is manifeſt, that my 
aſſertion. was well founded: for he does not fay, 
as you have obſerved, © that the moſt that can 
ce be ſaid is, that it may ſeem to be referred to by 
ct two writers in the tenth century.” No, there 
are no ſuch words to be found there. But on the 
contrary, ſays, that the author of the Midraſcbin, 
and who by his own account ſeems to have bee 
prior to Saadias, whe flouriſhed in the tenth cen- 
tury, did not ſeem merely to refer to it, but ac- 
tually quoted it. And Saadias of the tenth century, 
ſeemed a/ſo to have known it. Now, [I think it 
muſt appear rather ſtrange, that a book, the author 
of which, did not exiſt till the eleventh century, 
thould be known to a perſon that lived in the 
tenth, and actually quoted by another who ſeems 
to be prior to the ſaid perſon. This is a fair 
ſlatement, and which I hope will fully exculpate 
me from the charge of miſrepreſenting Mr. Bal- | 
nage; at the ſame time that it ſhews what little 
credit ought to be given to the evidence of Mr. 
Baſnage, concerning the authenticity of the book 
in queſtion. But, dear Sir, give me leave to aſk 
you, whether a book may not exiſt, although no 
_ can be adduced of its being quoted, eſpe⸗ 
cially 


5 
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cially before the art of printing was known ? I 
preſume the affirmative may be maintained; and 
that, for the following reaſons, Firſt, on account 
bol its being ſcarce, and therefore, perhaps un- 
| known to the writer. Second, becauſe the ſubject 
treated of might not ſtand in need of illuſtration 
from it, &c. &c. So that what you think to be 
ce abſolutely incredible,” viz. that it ſhould remain 
ſo long unquoted, is in fact not at all incredible: 
- but on the contrary, is very probable, and may 
be eaſily accounted for, on a cool and candid in- 
quiry. | 4255 


1 am, Sir, 


Your's, &c. 
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of the 2 ſpirit of Criſt, .. 
compared with that of Moſes, as far as il relates 
.to miracles, &c. Sc. 


DAR Stk, 


OU are pelt to oblerve (page 1 5, of 
your Letters, Part. II.) © that Mr. Levi 
e ſays, page 71, that miracles only were not ſuf- 
-« ficient to"eſtabliſh a firm belief in the divine 
c miſſion of Moſes.” You then proceed to re- 
mark, But after conſidering what he urges 
ce on the ſubject, I cannot find any thing more 
ce than miracles to have been neceſſary.” You 
farther obſerve, (page 16,) © He ſays, page 
« 68, it was God ſpeaking with Moſes face to 
« face in the preſence of fix hundred thouſand | 
« men, * beſides women and children,” © But 
« (ſay you) what was this but a miracle? If 
there had been nothing extraordinary in the 
« tranſaction, nothing more than what might 
ec have happened to any other man, would your 
ce anceſtors have believed in him?“ Yes, Sir, 
it was a miracle I grant: but ſuch a miracle, as 
fully juſtifies all that I have advanced concerning 
it. For in the firſt place, it proves that miracles 
only were not a ſufficient proof of the divine miſ⸗ 
lion of Moſes. What I mean by miracles, are 
choſe chat were performed by means of human 
inſtrumen- 


. * ͤ 
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inſtrumentality ſuch as Aaron's caſting the rod 
on the ground to become a ſerpent; or his ſmiting 
the waters to turn them into blood,” of to bring 
up the frogs, &c. &c. Alſo Moſes's "ſtriking 
and dividing the red ſea, &c. Theſe and the 
like, although ſome of them were great and ſtu- 
pendous miracles, yet, as they were performed 
by the agency of Moſes or Aaron, were not ac? 
counted as a ſufficient proof of the divine miſſion 
of Moſes; eſpecially, as the Magicians did the 
like in ſome inſtances. And therefore, the nation 
might perhaps have doubted his divine miſſion, 
ſrom the proof of his miracles only; concluding, 
that he was only a greater adept in the art chan 
Pharaoh's Magicians. For which reaſon, God 
was pleaſed to deliver the ten commandments. 
himſelf, in the hearing of all the people, without 
the agency of Moſes, or any other human being. 
Nay, in order to remove from their mind the 
moſt diſtant idea of any agency on the part of 
Moſes; he was not permitted to be on the mount 
at the time that God ſpake the ten command- 
ments, as may be eaſily perceived from what the 
Lord ſaid unto Moſes; for in Exod. chap. xix. 
21. God bids Moſes go down and charge the 
people: Moſes in anſwer thereto, verſe 23, ob- 

ſerves, that the people cannot come up, becauſe 

they were already charged: to which God an- 
ſwers, verſe 24, Away, get thee down:“ in 
conſequence of this command, we find verſe 25, 

And Moſes went down and ſpake unto. them.“ 
E 2 And 
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And immediately follow the ten commandments: 


5 till after the delivery of the ten commandments, 


4s recorded in chap. xxiv. 1. And he aid 


&* unto. Moſes, come up unto he Lord, thou 
ec and Aaron, Nadab and Abihu, and ſeventy 
&« of the elders of Iſrael, and which is the very 
fame order, mentioned in chap. xix. 24. This, 
Sir, was the great prapf of the divine miſſion of 
Moſes, and confirmation, that-the miracles which 
he wrought were by the divine aſſiſtance, agree- 


te Lord ſaid unto Moſes, Lo, I come unto thee 
« in a thick cloud, that the people may hear 
* when I ſpeak with thee, and believe thee for 
« ever.“ For thereby they were not only con- 
vinced of the divine miſſion of Moſes, but alſo 


0 of revelation in general, as I have already ob- 


ſſerved in my anſwer to your firſt Letters, page 
90, &c. And which could never have been ef- 
feed by the miracles which Moſes wrought : but 


of his divine miſſion, was perfectly calculated to 
remove every doubt“. This being the true ſtate 
5 . of 


- 


.. For they themſelves were the witneſſes of his 4vine mil- 


The corffirution of the' fundamentals of the Law, chap. viii. 
Aud Whithigive me leave onde more to tell you Sir, is ſuch 


An 


put not the leaſt mention is made of Moſes a. 
cending the mount: for that did not take place 


able to what we find, Exod; xix. 9. And the 


on the contrary, ſome doubt of their reality would 
have remained. But-this-great and ſolemn proof 


Lon: i 25 Maimonides juſtly obſerves in Y e den, | 


S 
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of the caſe as you as have ewe in my 
6ſt Letters, I am ſurpriſed and aſtoniſhed, that 
a divine and philoſopher of your rank, ſhould 
ſtoop ſo low, as to cavil at my aſſertion of the 
proof of the divine miſſion of Moſes, in the man- 
ner you have done, (page 16,) as you muſt have 
been fully ſenſible, of the diſtinction between the 
| miracles wrought by Moles, aud the proof gi ven by 
Cod himſelf, that thoſe miracles were thus wrought 
by his command. As to what you obſerve, (page 
17,) © Nothing but a miracle, of ſome kind or 
« other, could have convinced them that he came 
4 from God. But any real miracle would have 
| © been ſufficient for the purpoſe.” I anſwer, that 
according to this mode of reaſoning, we muſt | 
ſuppoſe, either, that the miracles which Moſes 
wrought were not real miracles, ſince: we find that 
they were not ſufficient for the purpoſe, as God 
himſelf ſays, that the people may believe in thet fur 
ever: and from whence it is manifeſt, that with- 
out ſuch proof, they would not have had that 
firm belief. And this we find to be really the 
caſe: for notwithſtanding that it is recorded, 
(Exod. iv. 30.) that when they (Moſes and 
Aaron) did the ſigns, (and which I ſuppoſe you 
will allow to have been real miracles) the people 
believed, yet, when they found that they were 
not directiy redeemed, but on the wee; had 


— 


an nn of the divine miſſion of Moſes, as is wanting on 


the part of Jeſus; and alſo proves, that miracles only are not 
# proof of a diyine miſſion. 


their 
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| their burden increaſed, they ſeemed to doubt 
their miſſion, as may be obſerved from chap. y, 
21. © And they faid unto them, the Lox look 
e upan you, and judge,” &c. And which is ; 
manifeſt proof, that they did not then look on 


Moſes to have been ſent by God, nor to have 


done thoſe ſigns by his power.—Or, that they 
were real miracles, and conſequently ſufficient 


for the end deſigned, and that God's aſſertion 


amounted to nothing, ſave, the ſimply exhibiting 
of one miracle to prove a number of others. 


Such reaſoning as this, I little expected from 


the pen of one, who calls himſelf a Chriſtian di. 


vine: but as charity obliges me to impute it to 
the impetuoſity of genuis, and the great facility 
of writing, without a due confideration of the ſub- 
ject, I ſhall forbear making any remarks thereon; 


but paſs on to take notice of what you object 
againſt my aſſerting, that “ Moſes himſelf has 
„ told us, in the moſt plain and intelligible lan- 


« guage, that miracles only were not ſufficient 


« proof of a divine miſſion. And for this pur- 


« poſe,” you obſerve, © he (Mr. Levi) quotes 
Deut. xiii. 1, 2, 3.” After you have given my 


quotation at length, you proceed, (page 18,) © But 


you will pleaſe to obſerve, that what Moſes | 
+. lays, does not at all apply to the caſe of Jeſus. 
For he did not endeavour to draw you to the 


« worſhip of other Gods.” But, if the Goſpels 
are true, as Chriſtians in general alledge: and, as! 


have ſhewn, that the doctrine of Chriſt's divinity, 


&c. 
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&c. is therein ſtrongly inculcated, it is clear, that 
according to your own Words; (page 54, ) it is 
an attempt to draw us to the worſhip of (another 
God) beſides that of our fathers: and conſe- 
quently, (as you obſerve) © we may juſtly think 
« ourſelves excuſed from giving the leaſt atten- 
| « tion to any arguments that may be alledged 
es in ſupport of it.” Hence it is manifeſt, that 
| what Moſes ſaid, does apply to Chriſt, according 
| to the real ſenſe of the Goſpels, and that con- 
ſequently, my propoſition was well founded. 
And this Sir, give me leave to tell you, is the 
| reaſon, that I profeſs to pay ſo little regard to the 
miracles of Jeſus, as you obſerve, (page 14, ) be- 
| cauſe I do not think miracles a proof of a divine 
| miſlion; eſpecially, as Moſes tells us, that God 
might permit impoſtors to work ſome, in order to 
prove us. But, as you ſeem to lay great ſtreſs on 
the argument, that if God permitted ſome mira- 
dies to be performed, (ſuch as recorded in the 
© New Teſtament) by which numbers were deceived, 
| © he might have permitted all thoſe recorded in 
the books of Moſes, for the ſame purpoſe of de- 
| ception.” (page 15.) I think it neceſſary to ſay a 
tew words concerning this poſition : eſpecially, as 
I perceive in it a little of the old leaven, contained 
nn the poſtſcript to your firſt Letters, (page 54,) 
| and for my animadverſion on which, you charge 
me with want of candour. For according to your 
reaſoning, we muſt either believe that all the 
I miracles recorded in the New Teſtament, were 
pertormed 
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performed by . Jeſus by the power of God, a: ; 
proof of his divine miſſion, or allow thoſe of Mo. 
ſes to be alſo a deception : fo that we muſt either 
believe both, or you will believe none; for if 

we fay thoſe of Jeſus are falſe, you will pronounce 
| thoſe of Moſes to be falſe likewiſe : in which 
caſe, according to your principle, they may both 
be falſe. But, dear Sir, notwithſtanding the con- 
fident manner in which you ſeem to have decided 
on the ſubject, I muſt take the liberty to tell 
| you, that our caſe is not ſo deſperate, as to be 
obliged to accept of the alternative: becauſe, a 
I have already obſerved, miracles are no proof of 

a divine miſſion, as ſhewn in the caſe of Moſes: 
more eſpecially of the other prophets, an inſtance 
or two of which I ſhall juſt mention. The firſt, 

is the caſe of Samuel, where it will appear clear, 

that his being received as a prophet, as recorded 
in (1 Sam. iii. 20.) „ And all Iſrael from Dan 
« even unto Beerſheba, knew that Samuel was 
* eſtabliſhed to be a prophet of the Loxp,” was 
not owing to any miracles which he wrought, for 
in truth, he had not performed any. Bur, if you 
aſk me, on what then was the knowledge of his 
divine miſſion founded? I will tell you, it was 
on the accompliſhment of the truth of his pro- 
phecy foretold, as recorded in the preceding verſe 
to that above quoted. And Samuel gre" 
* and the Lord was with him, and did let none 
e of his words fall to the ground.” For having 
received a prophecy from God, concerning * 

1 52s an 
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and communicating it to him, it alſo ſoon be- 
came known to the nation; and God having ful- 


filled che words of his ſervant, all Iſrael knew 


thereby, that he was eſtabliſned to be a prophet 
of the Loxp. The ſame may be ſaid of all the 


other prophets, Nathan, Gad, Ahyah, Elijah, 
Eliſha, Iſaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, &c. even to 


Malachi, (the laſt of them :) none of whom ever 


appealed to miracles as a proof of their divine 


miſſion. And, although ſome of them performed 


miracles, as Elijah, and Eliſha, yet, was it not 


in proof of their divine miſſion, for that was eſta- 
bliſhed before: ſo that the miracles they wrought, . 

were either as a conſequence of their divine miſ. 
ſion, or for which there was a neceſſity, as in the 


caſe of Moſes. But, if miracles ozly were a proof 7 


of a divine miſſion, what muſt become of thoſe 


_ prophets, who never wrought any? Shall we 
Tay, they were falle prophets? This I think you 
will not be hardy enough to aſſert. But the truth 


of the matter is, they were known to be prophets 
by the predictions which they foretold in the 
name of God being fulfilled, as already obſerved 

in the caſe of Samuel. And, this is the criterion, 


by which the divine miſſion of a prophet was 


always proved, as that great luminary Maimo - 
nides has obſerved in TM MD MIN, The con- 


ſtitutions of the fundamentals of the Law, chap, 
x, For he there aſſerts, that the proof did not 
relt on the performance of miracles, but on the 
propher' 8 foretelling future eyents; and if they 

| 5 really 


42 LETTERS 10 
really came to paſs as foretold, why then, he wa: 
acknowledged as a prophet of the Lord; provided, 
that he neither attempted to,add to, or diminiſh 
from the law of 'Moſes. But, if any part of his 
prediction failed, or he attempted to add to, or 
diminiſh ought from the Law of Moſes, it was 
manifeſt, that he was a falſe prophet, and was put 
to death accordingly. Hence it is demonſtrable 
that, miracles are no proof of a divine miſſion; 
and conſequently, your argument founded on the 
ſuppoſition of the falſe prophet's being permitted 
to work miracles, is ſo far from weakening the 
authority of thoſe recorded in the books of Moſes, 
tnat, on the contrary, it is the ſtrongeſt apparent 
proof in favour of their authenticity, becauſe, 
Moſes himſe!f tells us, that they might be Per- 
mitted to be performed, in order to prove uus. 
As to an inquiry into the truth of the miracles 
Ki ory in the New Teſtament, which you ſo 
ſtrongly recommend to our ſerious conſideration, 
| (page 1 5 1 muſt obſerve, that 1 do not think 
| | -ir expedient to enter thereon at preſent, as being 
2 tender Point, and therefore would willingly 
decline it, unleſs forced thereto by Chriſtians, 
in being challenged, either to admit; or diſprove 
| them. And when thus urged by them, I promiſe 
| „ dn L wi not ſhrink from the taſk. - But, how 
| -cever,.'L cannot forbear obſerving, that braling 
2 the ſick, changing water into wine, walking 0! 
> the ſea; ſtilling a tempeſt, caſting out devils, raiſ- 
: ing the. _ Cc. as recorded in the New Teſta- 
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ment, are very equivocal proofs of a divine miſ- 
fon; becauſe, the very ſame kind of miracles, 
were confidently aſſerted to have been wrought 
by the primitive Chriſtians, even as low as the 
fifth, or ſixth centuries, and which were as firmly 
believed by the fathers, and all other Chriſtians, 
as thoſe recorded in the New Teſtament, but 
which Dr. Conyers Middleton, in his © Free 
f Inquiry into the miraculous Powers, which are 
« ſuppoſed to have ſubſiſted in the Chriſtian 
e church, &c. has clearly and ſatisfactorily proved 
to be mere forgeries. But which, however, were 
admirably well calculated to impoſe on the credu 
lity of the deluded multitude. And it was the 
fame art that enabled the heathens alſo to main- 
tain fo ſucceſsfully the power of healing diſeaſes ; 
and which was acknowledged by Chriſtians them- 
ſelves, as Dr. Middleton ſays. For in ſpeaking 
of the gift of healing diſeaſes which the church 
claimed, he obſerves*, © But be that as it will, 
be the pretence of curing diſeaſes by a miraculous 
« power, was ſo ſucceſsfully maintained in the 
& heathen world by fraud and craft, that when 
« it came to be challenged by the Chriſtians, it. 
« was not capable of exciting any attention to it, 
© among thoſe, who themſelves pretended to the 
« ſame power; which, though the certain effect 

of impoſture, was yet managed with ſo much 
* art, that the Chriſtians could neither deny nor 


xc 


Inquiry into the miraculous Power, &c. page 76. 
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detect it; but infiſted always, that it was per. 
« formed by dæmons or evil ſpirits, deluding 
« mankind to their ruin“: and from the ſuppoſed 
cc reality of the fact, inferred the reaſonableneſs 
«of believing, what was more credibly affirmed 
ce by the Chriſtians, to be performed by the 
© power of the true God. We do not deny,” ſays 
Athengora, © that in different places, cities, and coun- 
ce tries, there are ſome extraordinary works performed 
« in the name of idols, from which ſome have received 
« benefit, others harm.” © But then, as Dr. 
Middleton obſerves, & he goes on to prove, that 
they were not performed by God but by demons}. 
FT fhould allow,” ſays Origin, that there is a 
« demon cunning in medicine, called Aſculapius, 
« who cures di iſeaſes : get 1 would ſay to thoſe, who 
© are ſurprized at it, as well as at the prediftions of 
% Apollo, that if the cure of diſeaſes aud predittion 
cc of events be things of an ind. Herent nature, and 


* Here 10 an evident proof, that Chriſtians . 
allow, that miracles may be wrought to delude mankind; 
and from which, they infer the credibility of miracles per- 
formed by the power of the true God. Whether they ſeemed 
willing to allow the validity of thoſe miraculous cures per- 

formed by the heathens, in order to draw ſo favourable a 
concluſion ; or that they actually could not deny or detect it: 
or that they did not dare to detect it, although it was in their 
power ſo to do, for fear of having their own detected by the 
ſame means, is not my buſineſs at preſent to determine. It 


bs ſufficient for my purpoſe, that they ackutyrledged it, and 
alſo drew ſuch a concluſion from it, 


+ Athenag. Apol. page 25. 
*, * N ec qyhich 
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« ephich belong to bad, as well as to good beings: 
« ſhew me that thoſe, Toho cure and foretell, are not 
« bad, but good, and worthy to be held in a manner 
« as Gods*,” The doctor then proceeds, (page 
77,) © Whateyer proof then the primitive church 
« have among themſelves of this miraculous gift, 
* yet it could have but little effect towards mak-_ 
« ing proſelytes among thoſe who pretended. to 
« the ſame gift ; poſſefled more largely, and ex- 
e erted more openly, than in the private aſſemblies 
c of the Chriſtians, For in the temple of #/cu- 
« lapius, all kinds of diſeaſes were believed to be 
60 publicly cured, by the pretended help of that 
> deity : in proof of which there were erected 
*in each temple columns, or tables of braſs or 
* marble: on which a diſtin& narrative of each 
e particular cure was inſcribed,” He alſo ob- 
ſerves, that Pauſanias writes, © that in the temple 
* at Epidaurus, there were many columns anciently 
* of this kind, and fix of them remaining to his time, 
s inſcribed with the names of men and women cured 
© by the: god, with an account of their ſeveral caſes 
* aud the method of their cure: and that there was 
an old pillar beſides, which ſtood apart, dedicated 
* to the memory of . Hippolytus, who bad been raiſed 
from the dead . Strabo alſo, another grave writer,” 
as he obſerves, © informs us, that theſe temples 
* were conſtantly filled with the - Ck, e the 


„ Con. Cels. L. 3. Page 124. 
I Corinth, L. 2. chap. xxvii. 
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t help of the God, and that they bad tables bangi, 9 
around them; in which all the miraculous cre; 
e vere - deſeribed*.” The doctor then proceed; 
thus, „There is a remarkable fragment of on 
of theſe tables ſtill extant, and exhibited by 
« Gruter in his collection, as it was found in the 
e ruins of Zſculapius's ternple, in the iſland of 
the Tyber, in Rome; which gives an account 
« of two blind men reſtored to fight by AÆſculapius, 

in the open view, and with loud acclamations of the 
* people, acknowledging the manifeſt power of the 
god. Upon which,“ the doctor obſerves, © the 
«learned Montfaucon makes this reflection, that 
ein this are ſeen, either the viles of the devil, or the 
ce ric of pagan Pprisſts, ſuborning men to counterfeit 
&* diſeaſes and miraculous cures.” The doctor then 
proceeds, (page 79,) © Now, though nothing 
te can ſupport the belief and credit of miracles 
c more authentically, than public monuments, 
e erected in proof and memory of them, at the 
cc time they were performed; yer in defiance of 
ec that authority, it is certain, that all thoſe heathen 
c miracles were pure forgeries contrived to de- 
« lude the multitude. And in truth; this part!- 
te cular claim of curing difeaſes miraculouſly, affords 
tc great room for ſuch a deluſion, and a wide field 
c for the exerciſe of craft.” 8 


„ $trab. L. 8. page 57 5. Amſtel. Edition. 
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Here we have a convincing proof, how far 
crafty men are able to work upon the credulity 
of the multitude, in thus eaſily impoſing upon 
them for true, and miraculous, what Chriſtians 
themſelves acknowledge. to be the viles of the 
devil, or the trick of pagan prieſts; but which 
they nevertheleſs, were not able to deny or detect. 
And, indeed, there is ſuch a wide field for decep- 
tion, in this caſe, as well as that of caſting out 
devils, &c. (and which was claimed by heathens, 
Jews, and heretics,) that it is no wonder, they 
were made uſe of to impoſe on the credulity of 
| the multitude, or that they ſhould” have the des 
| fired effect, ſince they were ſo admirably” well 
calculated for the purpoſe : and from whence it 
is demonſtrable, that thoſe kind of miracles; are 
no proof of a divine miſſion, ſince it is acknow- 
S idged by Chriſtians themſelves, that they may 
| be counterfeited, and yet not be eaſily denied, 
or detected. Ho 
_ T ſhall now conſider what you alledge, in ater 
to invalidate my aſſertion concerning the preten- 
ſions of Jeſus to the gift of prophecy. In your, 
firſt Letters to the Jews, (age 19;) you obſerve, | 
As a true prophet, Chriſt foretold the dreadful 
* calamities that befel your nation in that genera- 
© tion,” as recorded. in Luke xix. 41. To this 
1 anſwered, (page 87, of my Letters) that, that 
was no proof of his prophetic ſpirit, as it was 
neither more or leſs, than the viſion Which the 
angel had ſhewn to Dag concerning. the city 
| and 
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and ſanctuary, as recorded in the yt, 


and ewenty-ſeyenth verſes of the ninth chapter of 
Daniel, &c. To this you was pleaſed to obſerve 


in your ſecond Letters, page 21, „ The prophecy 


* of Daniel is 'only general, and that of Jeſus 


very patticular, deſcribing the circumſtances of 
the ſiege, and limiting the time of it. He alſo 


te mentions the fate of the temple, concerning 
* which Daniel ſays nothing at all. The taking 


e of the city did not imply the demolition of the 
_ © temple,” Theſe are your words: but never 
in all my reading did 1 meet with ſo many falſe- 
hoods in ſo few lines. For in the firſt place, 
Daniel is fo far from being general, that on the 


contrary, he is very particular in deſcribing the 
calamity of the nation, as he ſays, © And the 
« people of the prince that ſhall come, ſhall de- 


ce ftroy the city, &c. And the end thereof, ſhall 


« be with a flood, and to the end of the war de- 


c ſolations are determined.“ See alſo verſe 27. 
This is a more particular deſcription of the cala- 
mities of the nation, than that recorded in Luke 


xix. 41. or any of the other Evageliſts. For 


although he (Chriſt) mentions the caſting up 1 


trench, and which was no more than the natural 


_ conſequence of a ſiege, yet, did he not particu- 


larize the different calamities that were to befall 
the nation, as Daniel did. Second, as to his 
limiting the time, according to your aſſertion, | 
muſt tell you, that I have read your quotation 


from Luke, over and over, but cannot find al 


ſuch 
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ſuch thing therein: whereas in Daniel it is clearly 
expreſſed; for there we are informed, that at the 
end of the ſixty-two (i. e. the ſixty-nine) weeks, 
the anointed ſhall be cut off, and the city, &c. 
deſtroyed by the people of the prince, &c. ſo 
that the war was to commence at the end of the 
ſixty-ninth week, and continue till the end of the 
ſeventieth, when the city, &c. were to be finally 
deſtroyed. Hence it is manifeſt, that nothing 
can be clearer than this limitation; whereas no- 
thing of the kind is to be found in the paſſage 
you have quoted from Luke. Third, you ds; 
ſerve, © He (Chriſt) alſo mentions the fate 
« of the temple, concerning which Daniel ſays 
« nothing at all. The taking of the city did not 
imply the demolition of the temple.” Gracious 
God! Can any thing be falſer than this aſſertion ? 
for does not Daniel expreſsly ſay, (chap. ix. 26.) 
« And the people of the prince that ſhall come, 
ee ſhall deſtroy the city, and the SancTuary.” 
Now, Sir, every perſon 1n the leaſt converſant in 
ſacred writ knows, that, the ſanctuary denotes the 
_ temple; and therefore, I am not a little ſurpriſed, 
that you ſhould be ignorant of it. But, was it 
actually ignorance that led you to make this falſe 
aſſertion? Or was it a wilful intention to miſe 
repreſent Scripture, in order to miſlead your 
readers? Charity forbids me to think the latter. 
But, when I conſider, that in the paſſage quoted 
by you from Luke, there is not the leaſt mention 
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made of the deſtruction of the temple“, I am 
really ſtaggered in my opinion, and know not 
which to attribute it to. Yet, I can hardly be 
perſuaded to impute it to ignorance, in a perſon 
'of your profound learning and knowledge in both 
facred and profane literature, I know, that, in 
your diſputes with Chriſtians, (i. e. Trinitarians, 
or idolaters, as you ſometimes call them,) you 
have been charged © with ſlandering them; and 


_ © that to ſerve a turn, you would not ſcruple to 


e belie even your moſt conſcientious neighbours}.” 


But this I can ſcarcely believe, neither can J har- 


bour any fuch uncharitable thoughts towards you; 
and therefore, am loth to impute it to a deſigned 
miſrepreſentation of Scripture, in order to miſlead 
your readers : for that would be a crime of a 
very deep die indeed. If, however, I muſt at all 
events, impute it to ignorance, it undoubtedly 
furniſhes us with a very uſeful leſſon; I mean, 
A ſtriking inſtance of the fallibility of man, not- 


ww. 


As to the paſſages in Matth. xxiv. 15. and Mark xiii, 
14. where the temple is mentioned, it is plain from the words 


of Jeſus, that he meant no more than the accompliſhment 


of Daniel's prophecy, as he ſays, «© When ye therefore ſhall 
«© ſee the abomination of deſolation, ſpoken of by Daniel 


«© the prophet, ſtand in the holy place.” Now, Sir, can 


there be à clearer proof than this, that the prophecy of Daniel 
was known to Jeſus? and who no doubt learned it, as the 


other learned Jews did, by their acquaintance with Scripture : 


for it is ſo plainly deſcribed in Daniel, that he that runs, 


may read. 


+ Socinianiſm brought to the Toſt, by ]. Macgowan, page 4+. 
withſtanding 
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withſtanding all his boaſted knowledge, philoſo- 
phy, &c. For it is manifeſt, that, while you 
were charging me with ignorance of the NeWwW 
Teſtament, though without the leaſt foundation 
in truth, as I have ſhewn, you have laid yourſelf 
open in ſuch a manner, as to ſtand fairly con- 
victed of ignorance of the Old Teſtament :_ or 
what is worſe, wilfully miſrepreſenting it. This, 
fully verifies the expreſſion of Solomon, 2 "gn 
Mia He that diggeth a pit, ſhall fall into it.” 
Before I quit this head, I mult ſay a few words, 


Which is, that even if your propoſition had been 


well founded, ſo that Daniel had actually omitted 
mentioning the temple, and Jeſus had deſerib- 
ed the exact limitation, it would nevertheleſs 
not have amounted to a full proof of his divine 
miſſion: becauſe, I have never yet met with any 
ſimple and clear proof, founded on ſubſtantial 
and undeniable arguments, that the three former 
Goſpels were publiſhed, or written, before the 
deſtruction of Jeruſalem; conſequently, whatever 
1s contained therein, cannot be produced as proofs 
of prophecy concerning that event. But, as I 
have already ſhewn, we are under no neceſſity of 
having recourſe to that EXPEdIeNt for ſettling the 
point in queſtion. 

Tou ſay, page 2 "4p « ] ſhall now conſider whac 
Mr. Levi has alledged to prove that Jeſus can- 
not be received as a true prophet of God, on 
«account of his having contradicted what had 
© been advanced by preceding prophets, and 
TG te eſpecially 
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* eſpecially by Moſes the greateſt of them. He 
te quotes for this purpoſe, Deut. iv. 2. and xiii. 1. 
ee Ye ſhall not add unto the word which I command 
ie you, neither ſhall ye diminiſh ought from it, &c. 
« Whereas Chriſtians hold that Jeſus had power 
by to aboliſh the Moſaical diſpenſation, and which, 
ee they ſay, he actually did.” You then proceed 
to obſerve, * But has Mr. Levi proved from 
* the New Teſtament, that Chriſt did annul the 
law of Moſes? What ſome Chriſtians have 
« thought on this ſubject, is no more to the 
cc purpoſe, than their believing the doctrine of 
* the Trinity. J have ſhewn in my former Let- 
"tt ters, that Chriſt and the apoſtles, aſſerted the 
ee perpetual obligation of the law of Moſes. You 
may ſee my thoughts on this ſubject at large, 
in the Theological Repoſitory, under the ſignature 
1 „HRM As, Vol. V. page 403.” Agreeable to 
your intimation, I attentively peruſed that part of 
the Theological Repoſitory, and muſt freely ac- 
knowledge, that in the proofs brought from the 
Old Teitament, I heartily agree with you, as I am 
confident, that no paſſage in the law, or prophets, 
will bear any ſuch conſtruction, as Chriſtians in 
general make uſe of on that ſubject. But, I muſt 
tell you plainly, that I am not ſo well ſatisfied 
with what you haye advanced of the apoffles, 
with reſpe& to the Jewiſh ritual; becauſe, you 
have not conſidered the moſt material paſſages in 
the New Teſtament, and which ſeem as fully to 
inculcate the abrogation of the law of Moſes, as 
others 


| Da. PRIESTLEY. $3 
others that I have adduced to the doctrine of the 
Trinity. Whether you will allow them to be 
genuine, or only interpolations, is not my buſineſs 
at preſent to inquire. I have only to produce 
them, to ſhew that they are in the New Teſta- 
ment. What your reaſon was for not taking 
notice of them, is beſt known to yourſelf: I hope 
it was not 1gnorance of them, for if ſo, the Jew 
whom you are pleaſed to charge with ignorance 
of the New Teſtament, will be found to be better 
| acquainted with it, than yourſelf. Bur to the 
| point, Paul in his epiſtle to the Epheſians, chap. 
ii, 15. ſpeaking of what Chriſt had done, ſays, 
Having aboliſhed in his fleſh the enmity, even 
« the law of commandments, contained in ordi- 
, nances, for to make in himſelf of twain, one 
© new man, ſo making peace.” And, in his 
epiſtle to the Romans, chap. vii. 4. he ſays, 
« Wherefore, my brethren, ye alſo are become 
« dead to the law by the body of Chriſt, &c.” 
And verſe 6. © But now we are delivered from 
| ©the law, that being dead, wherein we were 
@held; that we ſhould ſerve in the newneſs of 
© ſpirit, and not in the oldneſs of the letter.” 
| In the acts of the apoſtles, chap. xiii. 38, 39. 
Paul, after expatiating on the exalted character of 
Jeſus, who he fays, ſaw no corruption, obſerves, 
„Be it known unto you therefore, men and 
* brethren, that through this man is preached 
d unto you forgiveneſs of ſins. And by him all 
5 ' that believe are juſtified from all things, which 
cc ye | 
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In his epiſtle to the Coloſſians, in ſpeaking of 
_ Chriſt's having forgiven their ſins, he ſays, © Blot- 
e ting. out the hand writing of ordinances, that 
es was againſt us, which was contrary to us, and 


And verſe 16. Let no man therefore judge 


ſpeaking of the change of the prieſthood, he ſays, 


tament, we may draw the following concluſions. 
* Firſt, that the apoſtles inculcated the abolijhment 
ef the Moſaical diſpenſation. Second, that the 
law of Mofes was held by them, not to be capa- 


———ů A Cp 
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* ye could not be juſtified by the law of Moc,” 
In his epiſtle to the Galatians, chap. ili. 24, 25, 
he fays, Wherefore, the law was our ſchool. 
e maſter 1 bring us unto Chriſt, that we might 
te be juſtified by faith. But after that faith iz 
* come, we are no longer under a ſchool-maſter,” 


© took it out of the way; nailing it to his croſs.” 


you in meat, or in drink, or in reſpect of an 
© holy day, or of the new moon, or of the ſab- 
cc bath days.” In his epiſtle to the Hebrews, 


chap. vii. 12, * For the prieſthood being changed, 
« there is made of neceſlity a change allo of the 
« law.“ 

From theſe paſſages 3 in the New Tel. 


ble of effecting the juſtification of mankind, but 
that faith, or the newneſs of ſpirit, was capable of 
effecting it. Third, that the law was therefore, 
but as a ſchool-maſter to bring them to Chriſt, 
conſequently, when he was come, there was 90 
farther occaſion for it, as the apoſtle obſerves. 


F qurth, that as the POR Was changed (aC- 
| corcing 
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cording to Paul) there conſequently was a ne- 
ceſſity for a change of the law alſo, as he ob- 
ſerres . Fifth, from the exalted character given 
of Chriſt, his power to forgive fins, and aboliſh 
| the law, &c. it is manifeſt, that Paul did not look 


| of theſe expreſſions, he endeavoured to inculcate 
| his divinity. From theſe inferences, it will appear 
clear to every impartial mind, that Chriſtians are 


as not to admit of the leaſt doubt. Whether Chriſt 


| 35 you do not admit of it. My buſineſs was only 
| to ſhew that, the New Teſtament taught us that, 
| Chriſt did annul the law of Moſes; and if fo, we 


my quotation from Deut. iv. 2. and xiii. 1. Be- 


Since writing the above, I chanced to look into the ſecond 
| Volume of the Theological Repoſitory, where I met with the 
Obſervations of PauLinus, concerning Melchizedec, and 
zo does not ſeem to approve of Paul's inferences drawn 
from the account given of him in the Old Teſtament ; nei- 
ther does he ſeem to allow of the abrogation of the law of 
Moſes, as I apprehend. Yet, was I agreeably ſurpriſed to 
ind that, he draws the ſame concluſion from theſe inferences, 
i ] have, His words are ſo much to the purpoſe, that I can- 
nt forbear tranſcribing them. Speaking of the change of 


And what is this, but to make an intire change in the con- 


" being formally abrogated, and argues its imperfection? For 


C- * had it been a perfect inſtitution, it would always have been 
8 * kept in force. | 


upon Jeſus as a mere man, but that under cover 


| juſtified in maintaining the abrogation of the law 
| of Moſes; for the apoſtle's words are fo deciſive, 


| had power to annul the law is not now before us, 


| could not receive him as a prophet, according to 


tte prieſthood which Paul mentions, he obſerves, (page 287, 


N litution of the law itſelf, which is the ſame thing as its 


cauſe 
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cauſe, he contradicted what Moſes had ſaid, x; | 
_obſerved in my firſt Letters. And therefore, when 
you obſerve, (page 26,) “ But this (the adroga- 
* tion of the law of Moſes) i is no part of the ar 
.« gument between you and me; but, like that con- 
© cerning the doctrine of Trinity, between me and 
« other Chriſtians.” I muſt tell you plainly, that 
you labour under a very great miſtake, or what i: 
worſe, attempting to evade the force of my argu- 
ment by ſuch an evaſion. For give me leave to 
tell you, Sir, both that, and the doctrine of tl 
* Trinity, are a part of the argument between you 
and me, as well as between me and other Chriſti 
ans. For if the New Teſtament teaches the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, Chriſt's divinity, &c. (and 
which I preſume J have ſufficiently proved in the 
firſt of theſe letters) why then, it is manifeſt that, 
we could not receive him, without being hoſiile 
to the law of Moſes, conſiſtent with our idea of 
the ſtrict unity of God. 
And, if it alſo inculcates the abrogation of the 
law of Moſes, as by this time I ſuppoſe you arc 
convinced it does, from the aforecited texts, we 
could neither receive him as a true prophet; be- 
cauſe, we hold the perpetuality of the law of Mo- 
ſes, and to which nothing is to be added or dim: 
niſhed by any ſucceeding prophet whatever. T his, 
naturally leads me to take notice of what you far- 
ther obſerve, page 26. You fay, „ am ſatisfiec 
« however, that Mr. Levi has miſtaken the {enic 


ge of Moſes 1 in the pallage he quotes, It is not 
« there 
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« there ſaid, or intimated, that God would never, 
« by any future prophet, make any change in what 
« he had enjoined by Moſes, He only warns 
« them, that is, the people in general, who had no 
ec particular inſtruction from God, not to add to 
« the law, or to take from it, that is, without au- 
cc thority from him,” And a little lower you ob» 
ſerve, «Tt is evident. therefore, that the words of 
« Moſes are not to be interpreted as they are by 
« Mr. Levi,” By this you would ſeem to inſinu- 
ate, that I do not underſtand the Old Teſtament ; 
as according to your aſſertion it would appear, as if 
none of the learned Jews underſtood it in the ſame 
ſenſe that I do; and that you conſequently, had 
juſt cauſe to deſire our ableſt men, to enter into 3 
defence of our principles, better conſidered, and bets 
ter condufted, than mine has been, as I ſeemed ſo 
ill qualified for the taſk. What it was that in - 
duced you to be ſo very deſirous of changing your 
antagoniſt, by thus continually urging my infuffip | 
ciency for the taſk, is beſt known to yourſelf, In 
me it would be preſumption to attempt to point it 
out, for which reaſon I ſhall decline it. But, what 
will you ſay, and the public think, when I ſhall 
new, that this charge (my ignorance of the true 
meaning of the O19 Teſtament) is equally ill 
founded, as the reſl that you have exhibited againſt 
me; for not only the learned Jews in'general in- 
terpret it in the ſame manner; but the moſt emis 
nent of them, even Maimonides himſelf, under- 
ſtands it in the ſame ſenſe, as may be obſeryed in 
Ong” H wt . 
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"aw of Moſes our maſter, on whom be peace ; 
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the ninth.. article of che fundamentals of the lay, 
here he obſerves, as follows, dunn NR 2 Kh 
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Von vum. „ And that is, that this law, is the 


« Will there ever be any law from the creator be- 
wages It: nor will there be any addition to it, 
* or ditninution from it,” as it is ſaid, © Troy | 
©S$HALT'NOT ADD TAEKETO, NOR SHALT THou | 
e D1Mtntsn (FROM Tr.“ And in M251 yn do 


tions of che fundamentals of the law, chap. is. 
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« «Ie isa tiny ae explained thing in the law, 
& * that i is a commandment that continueti 
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4 perpetually, and for ever and eber. It. hath 


C no change, diminution, or addition; às it is 
«ſaid; Thou sHALrT NOT ADD THERETO, NOR 


HALT THOU DIMINISH FROM Ir. And-it is 


« ſaid, thoſe things which are revealed belong to 
eus, and our children for ever, that we may do 
« all the words of this law“. Behold; (hence) 
« you may learn, that we are commanded to per- 
« form all the words of the law for ever. And 
ce « thus he. alſo (Moſes). ſaith, It ſhall-be-a: Per- 
ce « petual ſtatute for your generations}. And it 
« is: ſaid, it is not in heaven. Behold, (hence) 
c you may learn, that no prophet hath power to 
« add; (any thing) new from this times (i. © 
from the time the law was given.) And there- 
« fore, if any man ſhould ariſe, whether it be 
among the nations, or in Iſrael, and ſhould 
0 wee e a ſign, or a wonder, and ſay, that the 
* Lokd hath ſent him to add a commandment, 
« or do diminiſh a commandment; or to explain 
0 dany one of the commandments, in a manner, 
« that we had not heard from Moles, or ſhould 
« ſay; that the commandments which Iſrael were 


_ * commanded (to keep) were not perpetual and 


« from generation to generation, but were only 
temporary; behold, that is a falſe prophet,” for 
o; he cometh to deſtroy the law of Moſes; and 
9 As deach (s) by a becauſe 2 hath” 
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4 dealt er by ſpeaking in the name 

&@ of God what he did not command him : for 
te he, blefſed be his name, commanded Moſes, 
* that this commandment (the law) was for us 
« and our children for ever: and God is not a 
e man that he ſhould lie*.” And this is the 
unanimous opinion of almoſt all the Rabbins 

| concerning the perpetual obligation of the law 
of Moſes, and which they all ground on the very 
paſſage which I have quoted: fo that if I have 
i miſtaken the ſenſe of Moſes; why then, all the 
I KRabbins have done the ſame: and I cannot help 
= obſerving, that it is not a little ſurpriſing, that 
Dr. Joſeph Prieſtley, a rational Chriſtian, ſhould 
underſtand the ſenſe of Moſes better than all the 
learned Jews f. Nay, I may ſay, than the whole 
nation; for is it not one of the articles of our 
faith? and with which you ought to have been 
well acquainted before you attempted to convert 
us. It is as follows, I believe with a firm and 
« perfect faith, that this law will never be ex- 

* changed, nor will there be another law from 

& che Creator, bleſſed be his name.” This is 
i n e on che . text. From all 


* | Numb. xxiii. . 19. => | f | 
+ This reminds me of your Pol with Chriſtians, in 
Which you tell them, this paſſage of the New Teſtament is 
ſpurious, that is interpolated, this you do not underſtand, and 
that is not the true ſenſe according to the Greek, &c. &c- 
From whence it is. to be inferred,” that you only * the 
true 1800 of Scripture * 
vhich 


TINY | a — — 
N — K 3 — ; 
* = - — W — * — = 
_ - " — . _y LIRIAS CELTS GS n 0 WT - * * * — * * 
W 9s ee! 2 — — 2 5 k mY wn a r LES bn, 3 8 a = 
OE Fog hip Ste + < rt, , > 7% K * , — —— rn p92, apy ne tA ANE ER * Ve 
Iota ts — — — . ͤ V ² m;. 22: . RO 
- — — 0 Mr fr * we * s 5 0 
— . — . — r * * R 5 9 — — £ — 8 2 — r N 
n af Ts er * 9 — — _—_— ” OO RE 5 2 = : rn W Re? . 
— * n . ” n r po $6 5 o * 7 : * ft penn 4 ꝓ— AE 5 ö — — * 
— P. ey ens ge EN Ne eo a - 2p WWW Dn, ns Ee 5s ' 
Re”. - e * _cO9 * | * 


o 
— 9 FITS — — 
ee ny Bet Ee 7 he, 
dd he es a a 
wed 3g el a * 


R 


3 7— 9 Rr I rage" 
8 Ae MESS R 
9 


Ae 


& CHEM For 
— *» 
2 — 
- 2 55 


r 


FFF 


Di. p R 1661... © 
which it is manifeſt, that if I have erred in the 


nation hath done the ſame, and which I think i is 
more than you intended'to prove. 
From the foregoing paſſages, may alſo be proved 
the futility. of the argument you make uſe of, Page | 
29, concerning divorcements, where you obſerve, 
But could not the ſame power which gave the 
« permiſſion, revoke it at his pleaſure?” Yes Sir, he 
certainly could; but as he had once told us by tke 
hand of his ſervant Moſes, whoſe proof of a divine 
| miſſion was never experienced by any other pro- 
phet, that the law was to be perpetual; (and which 
you alſo acknowledge,) and, that nothing was to be 
added to it, or diminiſhed from, it is plain, as 
above ſhewn, that whoever attempted to revoke 
| any part thereof, was accounted a falſe prophet: 
ſo that according to your argument, it is clear that, 
we could not receive Jeſus as a prophet, becauſe 
he contradicted Moſes, in revoking what he had 
commanded. © This, I apprehend, is alſo a full an- 
ſwer to what you obſerve, page 30. © But if what 
| Jeſus ordered had been a change in the law, ſurely 
he who could heal the ſick by the word of ſpeak- 
Ing; ſhewed that he was authoriſed to do it.” For 
as J have ſhewn that, no prophet had power to 
change, add to, or diminiſh ought from the law; 
and as you do not allow Jeſus to be more than a 
mere prophet; and as his proof of a divine miſſion 
did not equal that of Moſes, it is manifeſt, that he 
ee 8 8 _*had 
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had no authority to change the law, notwithſtand. 


W healing the ſick, as you aſſert. 


Tou obſerve (page 30.) “ Mr. Levi alſo char. 
E ges it as a contradiction to Moſes, (page 20, 


2 that Jeſus dig not pronounce ſengroge of death 


> 4 4 #0, 


is it *offible to. conceive, that a þ+ 1 al and a 


lover of truth as you profeſs yourſelf to be, could 


be guilty of thus miſrepreſenting the words of an 
opponent in order to draw a falſe concluſion from 
them. Forbid it philoſophy orbid it truth.— 
That you have done ſo, is plain; for nothing like 
what you have aſſerted, is to be found in my words, 
which are as follow. But Jeſus, acted in direct 
contradiction. to the law; of Moſes; for whereas, 
the, law of Moſes commands the adulterer and 
adultereſs to be put to death, as mentioned Levi. 
xx. 10. Jeſus in defiance of this expreſs command- 


ment, reſcues, the adulteteſs from the, juſt puniſh- 


ment due to her crime: and that by one of the 


moſt extraordinary devices, that eyer entered into 


the mind of Man, &c. Now, here 1 1s NO charge of 
his not pr onouncing ſentence of death on the woman; 


for I am ſenſible, that he had no ſuch power, no 


more than they that brought her; as you obſerve: 
but what I obſerved was that, he did not act con- 
formable to the law of Moſes; for he ought not 
to have intimidated the witneſſes, or thoſe that 
brought her; for that was contrary to the law, as 


expreſſed Deut. xvi. 19. Thou ſhalr not reſpect 


* Page 26th, firſt edition, and goth, 2d Edition. 
| « Per ſons. 
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ce. perſons.” But he ought to have adviſka! them 
to act according to the law of Moſes, which in all 
accuſations ſays, © Thou ſhalt enquire, and make 
| « ſearch.” &c. Ibid. xii. 14. xvn. 4. &c. He 
therefore ought to have bade them carry her be- 
| fore the proper judge, (as he was not one) and 
there let the witneſſes be carefully examined, as 
| the law has commanded, and, if the woman is 
found guilty, let her receive the due reward of her 
iniquity: but, if ſhe is innocent, and has been 
| wrongfully accuſed, why then, her accuſers will 
meet with theirs, as the law ſays, * Then he ſhall 
« do unto him, as he thought to have done unto. 
« his brother: ſo ſhalt thou put away evil from | 
„ among you.” Ibid. xix. 19. In this caſe, 
truth would have come to light; the law put in 


| puniſhed. This would been acting with propriety, 
| conformable to the law of Moſes, and would have 
effectually prevented his enemies from being able to 
accuſe him of any thing whatever. Whereas by the 
part Jeſus acted, both the accuſers and the acouſed 
were ſuffered to eſcape; if this is not reſcuing the 
adultereſs in defiance of the expreſs command of 
the law of Moſes, I know not what is. But, it is 
not charging Jeſus with not pronouncing ſentence 
of death againſt the woman, becauſe, that was none 
of his buſineſs, neither can I perceive by the text, 
that they required any ſuch thing of him, notwith- 
landing what another of my antagoniſts* Bas aſ- 


4 Dr. Krauter, 
ſerted, 


force; the innocent cleared; and the guilty juſtly By 
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ſerted, for he obſerves, (page 14) Now the re. 
queſt of the ſcribes and phariſees being that fe. 
* 'fus ſhould upon their own word condemn the 
* woman.” But no ſuch thing is to be found in 


the text: for they only told him that the woman 


was apprehended in the commiſſion of adultery, 
and that the law of Moſes commanded ſuch to be 


ſtoned; at the ſame time ſimply aſking him, But 


de what ſayeſt thou?” This, by no means im 
plies a requeſt that, Jeſus would pronounce ſen- 


rence of death againſt the woman; but only a de- 


ſire of being informed of his opinion, and whe- 
ther it coincided with the law of . Moſes, and they 
being convinced by the part he took that it did 


not, they left him. This appears to me to be thc 
true ſtate of the caſe, as far as I can _ from 


the text. 
As to what another® of my opponents aſſerts 


(page 41.) *I wonder what Mr. Levi would have 
had the merciful Redeemer who came not to con- 


e demm the world, but to ſave the world, to have done 


in the preſent caſe,” does not at all affect my 
argument: becauſe, we were not conſidering Chriſt 
in the character of the merciful Redeemer, but only 


in that of a prophet; and as ſuch, (being no tem- 
poral judge) he had no right to condemn, acquit, 
reſcue, or pardon the. woman, as above ſhewn. 
As to what he obſerves page 44; © Are penal laws 
- Fe: ſo rigid and inflexible a nature, that in no caſe 


© and under no circumſtances a mitigation is ad- 


* Rev. Joby aher Swain. ; 
66 miſſible, 


. HE. ©. 
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ec miſlible, or muſt puniſhment be always inflicted 


« as the ſeverity of the law preſcribes?” I an- 


fwer, in caſes of this nature it undoubtedly muſt, 
for the law is explicit; as it ſays, © The adulterer 
« and the adultereſs $HALL SURELY BE PUT TO 
« praTH.” And, as by the law of Moles, there 
was no power deputed to any perſon to pardon thoſe 


that were found guilty of ſuch crimes, it is evident 
that, no one but God himſelf, could mitigate the 
puniſhment preſcribed by the law. And this na- 
turally leads me to conſider what he immediately 


after obſerves, © When David was guilty of apuL- 
« TER and MURDER, did God contradict himſelf 
ce and act in defiance of the law of Moſes, when 
« he pardoned him?” To this ſeemingly ſolemn 
queſtion, I anſwer no. God neither did, nor ever 
will contradict himſelf, This will appear clear, 
on a due inveſtigation of the two caſes in queſtion; 


and which will be found to be very different from 
each other. For in the firſt place, David was not 
taken in the fact, but had done 1t in ſecret, as the 
prophet obſerved, © For thou didſt it ſecretly,” 
conſequently, there were no · witneſſes of the fact to 


hae accuſed him before the temporal judge. 
Second, David confeſſed his ſin, and became peni- 


tent, verſe 13*. © And David faid unto Nathan, 


I have ſinned againſt the Loxp.“ And in con- 


ſequence thereof, the prophet was inſtructed to 


* See alſo the 518 Plalm, which he compoſed on the 


occaſion. 


I anſwer, 
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_ anſwer, © The Lord alſo hath put away thy fin, 
« thou ſhalt not die.” But, notwithſtanding that 
-his life was thus ſpared, (and which, as king of 
Iſrael deſtined to deliver them from their enemies, 
and to build up their future hope, might have 
been granted to him for their ſakes) yet, was he 
puniſhed in a moſt examplary manner, agrecable 
to his ſtation, and the manner of his committing 
the crime; and which convinced him and every 
one that ſhall read his ſtory, that although they 
may be able to conceal their ſin from men, yet, 
can they not hide it from God, to whgſe all- ſee- 
ing eye, every thing is laid open. And this is 

the reaſon, as the learned Abarbanal obſerves, 
that his crime was ordered to be recorded by 
the prophet; for at the time it was committed, 
no one knew any thing of it. And alſo that he 
might ſtand as an eminent example of the efficacy 
of ſincere repentance in ſinners, as he himſelf em- 
phatically expreſſes it in Pſalm li. 15. They 
« will I teach tranſgreſſors thy ways, and ſinners 
ec ſhall be converted unto thee.” Hence it is 
rhanifeſt, that the caſe of the woman, and that 
'of David, are widely different, and do not bear the 

leaſt reſemblance to each other. For David was 
not accuſed before an earthly tribunal ; as his 
crime was only known to God, and who allo 
knowing the fincerity of his repentance, in con- 
ſequence thereof remitted the puniſhment of 
death, but did not however, let him go un- 
puniſned. Whereas the very reverſe of this, was 
| 5 i he 
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the woman's caſe; for ſhe was taken in the fact, 


ſhe had been found guilty, no human power 
could have pardoned her, as the law commands 
the guilty to be put to death without reſerve, 
becauſe no one but God is capable of judging 
of true penitence. But, of the woman's repen- 
tance, we read nothing; for which reaſon, I think 
Mr. Swain has acted very proper, in cautiouſly 
obſerving, (page 45,) © And for ought we know, 


indeed; for we really know nothing about her 
penitence, as not the leaſt mention 1s made there- 
of. From all which it is clear, that the two caſes 
are not equal; for David was tried by God him- 


ſincerity of repentance, was pleaſed to remit a 


as the Judge of all the earth, we muſt ſuppoſe, he 
acted according to the eternal rules of juſtice ; 
conſequently, he neither contradicted himſelf, nor 
the law of Moſes : but we do not find that the 
woman received the leaſt puniſhment for her 


had power to do. And, as I'do not allow Jeſus 


prophet having ever arrogated to himſeif any 
' ſuch power. Nay, not even Moles himſelf: for 
La: when 


and accuſed publicly, and therefore ought to have 
been tried before a temporal judge, where, if 


« penitent criminal.” Ay, for ought we know 


1 


ſelf, and who being capable of judging of the 


part, and puniſh him in part: and, in doing this, 


crime; ſo that her puniſhment was not mitigated, 
but wholly omitted; and which, none but God 


to be God; as a prophet, I freely aſſert, ye nap 
NOT THE POWER OF REMISSION OF SINS; no 


68 | LETTERS TO 
when the man who. gathered ſticks in the wilder. 
neſs on the Sabbath“, was brought to him, by 
thoſe that found him, he was ſo far from diſimiſ. 
ſing him, or remitting his puniſhment, (although 
in the eyes of many, his crime may appear not 
near ſo heinous, as that of adultery,) that he had 
him put in ward, till ſuch time, as God was pleaſed 
to declare unto him what puniſhment was to be 
inflicted on the delinquent. This, is a demon- 
ſtration of the truth of what I have obſerved, viz. 
that Jeſus conſidered as a prophet, acting con- 
formable to the law of Moſes, had no right or 
authority to act in this caſe as he did: but that 
his acting in that manner, was contrary to the 
law of Moſes; of which the candid reader 1 is by 
this time I hope, fully convinced, 
It 1s not neceſſary for me to reply to any of the 
other objections which you or the reſt of my anta- 
goniſts have advanced concerning the contradic- 
tions of Jeſus to the law of Moſes, becauſe they 
are fully anſwered in the preceding: for as I have 
clearly ſhewn, that as a prophet he had neither 
power or authority to make the leaſt alteration in 
the law of Moſes ; and, as both you and they al- 
low that Jeſus did make an alteration; and, as 1 
have ſhewn that the Goſpels teach, and Chriſtians 
hold the abrogation of the law of Moſes, it is ma- 
nifeſt that we could not by any means receive him 
as 2 propher ſent from God, becauſe he contra- 
dicted Moſes. 


— Numb. XV, 32, 333 &e. in | 
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In order to invalidate what I have advanced con- 
cerning the contradictions contained in the Goſpel 
| hiſtory, you obſerve, (page 12, Letters Part II.) 
One of the contradictions that Mr. Levi ob- 
« ſeryes in the Goſpel hiſtory, (page 81,) is, that 
| « according to Matthew, Jeſus was deſcended 
from Nathan: but according to Luke from So- 
% Jomon. As I reject the introduction to the 
| © oofpel of Matthew, as not written by him, I 
am not concerned with this contradiction.” To 
| this reaſoning of your's, I cannot help obſerving 
| that, it is really very diverting to fee how hand- 
ſomely you endeavour ſo frequently to introduce 
the ſpuriouſneſs of part of Matthew's goſpel: and 
after all, no one I think can well blame you for it; 


| helps you out at a dead lift, when every other re- 
| ſource fails you, as in the preſent inſtance. Yet, 


from your difficulties, but in otder to get rid of 
the miraculous conception, you are obliged to de- 
priye the Evangeliſts of the gift of inſpiration, and 
reduce them to the level of mere hiſtorians. But, 
4 this appears to me to be a dangerous experi- 
| ment, I would adviſe you to be cautious in the 
ule of it, as it may lead you into ſuch difficulties, 
you would fain have wiſhed to have avoided. 


into already, and which I cannot forbear taking 
tice of, becauſe, in my humble opinion, it tends 
auch to the illuſtration of the ſubject in debate. 

* In 


bo 


as it ſeems to be your chief ſupport, and often 


this is not ſufficient ſometimes to extricate you 


Something of this kind you ſeem to have fallen 


eee Þ 
— — * on 
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* ſider the evangeliſts as mere hiftorians, (indeed 
* they do not pretend to any thing more) faith] 
& relators of what they believed to be true. By: 


„ ape in which it was promulgated; and as the 
© opportunity of informing themſelves concerning 
« to the greateſt credit.“ Thus Sir, you reaſon to 
uſe of your principles, and concluſions, on a more | 
_ enlarged ſcale? It is admitted that Jeſus was born 
Kc. for the converſion of the Jewiſh nation, de- 
Meffiah—or a prophet, if you pleaſe ; aſſuring 


new law or doctrine; and as a proof thereof, had 


In order to get rid of the miraculous concep. 
tion, (which hangs about your neck like a mill. 
ſtone) you obſerye, (page 8, Letters Part II.) 
{1 ſhall only obſerve on this occaſion, that I con. 


« no hiſtories are received on the mere faith of 
« the writers, but properly on the teſtimony of 
te the age in which they wrote.“ And, Page 10, 
you obſerve, © The miraculous conception, there- 
& fore, cannot be ſaid to have the teſtimony of the 


te Jews being natives of the country, had the heſt 
« jt, their teſtimony which is againſt it, is intitled | 
eaſe yourſelf from the burden of the miraculous 
conception. Will you no give me leave to make 
at Bethlehem of Jewiſh parentage : he employed 
the whole courſe of his miniſtry in Judea, Galilee, | 
claring himſelf to be the Son of God—or the 
them that he had a divine miſſion to eſtabliſ 2 
power to work miracles. Yet, notwithſtanding al 


his labour, and repeated declarations of his miſſion 


and power, he made but few converts, and a 
| chieliy 


- 
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chiefly from among the lower claſs of the nation. 
The great body of people diſpelieved his newdoc- 
trine, juſtly confidering it as r-pugnant to the laws 
which God had eſtabliſhed for Iſrael, by the hands 
| of his ſervant Moſes. They gave no credit to 
| what you call (page 9,) the great and leading facts 
in the Goſpel hiſtory of * the account of the doc- 
« trines, the miracles, and reſurrection of Chriſt.” 
They therefore, cannot be ſaid to have the teſtimony of 
the age in which they were promulgated : and as the 
| Jews, being natives of the country, had the beſt oppor- 
tunity of informing themſelves concerning them, their 
| teftimony which is againſt them, is INTITLED TO 
THE GREATEST CREDIT, 
I ſhall now take notice of what my other 3 
| nents have obſerved, concerning the contradictions 
| of Matthew and Luke about the genealogy of 


8 The learned Author of Ben Mordecai' s Letters, ſeems alſo 
do think, that the ſuffering of Chriſt, &c. had not the unanimous 
teſtimony of the age in which it was promulgated, for he ſays 
| page 10, „ The Baſilidians in the very beginning of Chriſ- 
| © tianity, denied that Chriſt himſelf ſuffered ; but ſaid Simon 
* the Cyrenian ſuffered in his place: (Irenae. L. i. chap. 23. 
| ' Epiph. Haer. 24. num. 3.) and the Cerentians before them, 
* and the Carpocratians next, (to name no more of thoſe who 
| © afiirmed Jeſus to have been a mere man;) did believe the 
fame thing. Photius quotes, from a book called the Jour- 
"neys of the Apoſtles ; that he was not crucified, but another 
in his ſtead. Some thought it was a ſpy, who came to in- 
= ap him; others, that it was Tizian, who was directed by 
* Judas to kill him; and in the forged Epiſtle of Barnabas, 
11 is ſaid to have been Judas himſelf, who — like 
7 m.“ i 


Teſus, 
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In order to get rid of the miraculous concey. 
tion, (which hangs about your neck like a mill 
ſtone) you obſerve, (page 8, Letters Part II.) 
J ſhall only obſerve on this occaſion, that I con. 
e ſider the evangeliſts as mere hiftorians, (indeed 
they do not pretend to any thing more) faithful 
e relators of what they believed to be true. But 
« no hiſtories are received on the mere faith of 
< the writers, but properly on the teſtimony of 
* the age in which they wrote.” And, page 10, | 
you obſerve, © The miraculous conception, there- 
<« fore, cannot be ſaid to have the teſtimony of the 
« ape in which it was promulgated; and as the 
e Jews being natives of the country, had the helt 
ce opportunity of informing themſelves concerning 
« jt, their teſtimony which is againſt it, is intitled 
« 'to the greateſt credit,” Thus Sir, you reaſon to 
eaſe yourſelf from the burden of the miraculous | 
conception. Will you no give me leave to make 
uſe of your principles, and concluſions, on a more 
enlarged ſcale? It is admitted that Jeſus was born 
at Bethlehem of Jewiſh parentage : he employed 
the whole courſe of his miniſtry in Judea, Galilee, 
&c. for the converſion of the Jewiſh nation, de- 
claring himſelf to be the Son of God or the 
Meffiah—or a prophet, if you pleaſe; aſſuring 
them that he had a divine miſſion to eſtabliſh 2 
new law or doctrine; and as a proof thereof, had 
power to work miracles. Yet, notwithſtanding all | 
his labour, and repeated declarations of his miſo 


and power, he made but few converts, and thoſe 
_ chiefly 
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chiefly from among the lower claſs of the nation. 
The great body of people diſbelieved his new doc- 
trine, juſtly conſidering it as r-pugnant to the laws 
which God had eſtabliſhed for Iſrael, by the hands 
of his ſervant Moſes. They gave no credit to 
what you call (page 9,) the great and leading facts 
in the Goſpel hiſtory of © the account of the doc- 
« trines, the miracles, and reſurrection of Chriſt.” 
They therefore, cannot be ſaid to have the teſtimony of 
the age 4n which they were promulgated : and as the 
| Jews, being natives of the country, had the beſt oppor- 
| tunity of - informing themſelves concerning them, their 
teſtimony which is againſt them, 1s INTITLED ro 
THE GREATEST orepIT®, FED ; 
I ſhall now take notice of what my other oppo- 
nents have obſerved, concerning the contradictions 
of Matthew and Luke about the genealogy of 


The learned Author of Ben Mordecai's Letters, ſeems alſo 
to think, that the ſuffering of Chriſt, &c. had not the unanimous 

teſtimony of the age in which it was promulgated, for he ſays 
| page 10, „ The Baſilidians in the very beginning of Chriſ- 


In *« tianity, denied that Chriſt himſelf ſuffered ; but ſaid Si 

ed the Cyrenian ſuffered in his place: (Irenae. L. i. chap. 23. 

ee, “ Epiph. Haer. 24. num. 3.) and the Cerentians before them, 

le- and the Carpocratians next, (to name no more of thoſe who 
the * affirmed Jeſus to have been a mere man;) did believe the 

| ſame thing. Phorius quotes, from a book called the Jour- 
ing | ©neys of the Apoſtles ; that he was not crucified, but another 

ſh 2 in his ſtead. Some thought it was a ſpy, who came to in- 
had Wy © ap him; others, that it was Titian, who was directed by 


y all | 3 * Jadas to kill him; and in the forged Epiſtle of Barnabas, 
2 


dit is ſaid to have been Judas himſelf, who appeared like 
Mon | 60 him,” 77 


* 


Jeſus. 


2 
Jeſus. Dr. Krauter, after citing my objection 
_ obſerves (page 57,) © As for the genealogics of 
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reader who therefore would think that they 


© other from the mother's fide, which neceſſarih 
mult more or leſs differ, if theſe have not been 


us the genealogy of Joſeph, as the reputed fa- 
ther of Jeſus, is evident from his own words 


Jacob begat Joſeph, the huſband of Mary, here 
he does not go on— Joſeph begat Feſus, but ſud- 


huſband of Mary, of whom (Mary) was born; 


been rendered) was begotten Jeſus, who is cal- 
led Chriſt. On the other hand, that Luke gives 


cc 


he had related (chap. iii. 22.) that at the bap- 


which ſaid, Thou art my beloved Son, in thee! 
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St. Matthew and Luke, it is manifeſt from in. 
ſpection, that they almoſt entirely differ fro 
David to Joſeph; but it muſt be a precipitat 


could not belong to one and the fame perſon; 
whereas every man muſt have two genealogie; 
belonging to him, one from the father's, and the 


brother and ſiſter. Now, that Matthew gives 


For after he had throughout the whole of this 
genealogy uſed the expreſſion—ſuch an one be. 
gat ſuch an one, and accordingly ſaid (verſe 16,) 


denly changes the expreſſion, ſaying, Joſeph the 

or (as it might for the better conformity have 
us the genealogy of Jeſus from his mother Ma- 
ry's fide, is likewiſe evident from his own words 
at the beginning of his genealogy, which are 
very remarkable if rightly underſtood. Aſter 


tiſm of jeſus, a voice from Heaven came, 


am 


D. PRIEST LEV. 75 
« am wel pleaſed, he- immediately goes on, ac- 
i cording to the Greek text. The exact tranſla- 
« tion of which ſeems to be this: and this or 
the very ſame, (viz, the Son of God) was that 
« Jeſus who was about thirty years beginning, 
being (when he was reputed the ſon of Joſeph) 
« that of Eli—of God. Luke would have con- 
« tradicted himſelf, if, at the ſame time he avers 
« that Jeſus was only reputed to be the ſon of 
« Joſeph, he had ſaid, that he was the ſon of 
| © Joſeph. But it was very neceſlary to obſerve, 
as he was about to aſſert him to be the ſon of 
« God, when he was reputed to be the ſon of 
& Joſeph, that he was properly no one man's ſon, 
only by his mother's ſide the fon of Eli her 
father, conſequently, grandſon, and ſo on in a 
« ſeries to Adam, but the ſon of God originally. 5 
have given this quotation intire, without any 
interruption, by commenting on the different 
| paragraphs as I went along; becauſe, I was wil- 
n. ling, that the reader ſhould have the whole of 
we this curious reaſoning before him at one view. 
Whether I ſhall be able to do juſtice to the text 
ves by my comment, muſt be left to the judgment 
of the candid reader; and fo without any farther 
rds preamble ſhall enter thereon, The doctor freely 
| acknowledges, that the genealogies of Matthew 
fer and Luke, differ almoſt intirely from David to 
Joſeph, but obſeryes, that it muſt be a precipitate 
ine, reader that would think they could not therefore 
belong to one and the ſame perſon, becauſe (as 


Ep. 3 


M wre 


he obſerves) every man has two genealogies, one 


from the father's and the other from the mother's 


fide; ſo that Matthew gives us his father's ge. 


| nealogy, and Luke his mother's. ' But how doe; 


he prove this? by explaining the words of Luke 


being (when he was reputed the ſon of Joſeph) 


that of Eli—of God.” By which it appears, 


that Eli denotes God; ſo that God was the father 
of Mary, grandfather of Jeſus, and the ſon of 
Matthat; for Luke ſays, (according to the preſent 


tranſlation now before me) © being (as was ſup- 


poſed) the ſon of Eli, which was the ſon of Mat. 


that,” &c. From whence it is manifeſt, that, if 
Eli is not the proper name of a man, but denotes 


God, then, according to the doctor's explanation, 
Jeſus was both the ſon and grandſon * of God: 


but 


* The doctor f in a note chlarves, c« The Hebrews have no 
ce particular names to diſtinguiſh the relation to diſtant pro- 
cc genitors, as grandſon, but ſimply en, and thus Chriſt is 


called the ſon of all from Eli to Adam.“ By this it ſeems 
that the doctor was conſcious of the abſurdity of his expreſſion, 


« the ſon of Eli her father, conſequently grandſon.” And 


5 therefore would willingly give it this turn. But what will he 


he ſay, or the reader think, when 1 inform him, that, the 


D Hebrews have a proper name for grandſon, viz. "T3, at 
 Ifaiah ſays, chap. xiv. 22. 7%) PN, and ſon, and grand/in. 


See alſo Job, xvili. 19. What led the doctor into this error, 


was, I ſuppoſe, his ignorance of the ſacred language ; for 
the preſent tranſlations, read“ ſon and nephew: but that 


is contrary to the ſenfe of the Hebrew, and the meaning of 


the prophet; - and as a proof thereof, 1 muſt take notice of 
Sen. xxl, 23· where the ſame word occurs, only with the 


aſfix, 


rn _. vn 
but according to Luke it appears, that Joſeph 
was the ſon of Eli, who was the ſon of Matthat, 
for not a word of Mary is there mentioned. 
This is a demonſtration of the truth of what I 
have. advanced, viz. that Luke alſo gives the 
genealogy of Joſeph. And this ſeems to be the 
opinion of a certain writer in the * Theolog. 
Repoſit. on the miraculous conception, and. wh 
alſo ſeems not to admit of the preſent tranſla- 
tion; for in ſpeaking thereof, he obſerves , 
Where our verſion renders, © Being, as was 
ce ſuppoſed, the ſon of Joſepb. But I deny this to 
be the proper tranſlation of the words: and 
© maintain that we ſhould render, Being (as THE 
e eusTOM was) 4 ſon of Joſeph (i. e.) ut apud 
« illos moſerat; as the cuſtom was among the 
« Jews of reckoning their genealogies.” He 
then obſerves, page 158, What was then the 
practice of the Jews in theſe caſes? Undoubt- 
be edly to deduce the pedigree by the father's ſide. 
« So then we are preſented with wo genea- 
* logies of Joſeph's progenitors, materially dif- 


affix, as, 1229) PIP, And which in the Engliſh tranſla- 
tion reads, nor with my ſon, nor ewith my Jon” $ an; i. Le. 
grandſon, for that is the proper meaning of 13), See 
Lingua Sacra, Radix. TD). Kimchi on the Roots, Buxtorfi 
| Concordantix Biblorum, Jarchi, Aben Ezra, Kimchi, and 


Doctor's aſſertion is falſe, and the Sachen he has 987 

from thence a mere fallacy. ay 

he... Nepiodidaſcalos. - 

+ Theol. Rep. val. V. page 1 157. N boo 
K 2 _ ferent 


Abarbanal, on Iſaiah, &c. Hence it is manifeſt, that the ” 


76 "LETTERS 10 
ferent from each other.” From all en it is 


.Clear, that both Matthew and Luke give vs the 


genealogy of Joſeph; for not a word is mentioned 
in either of them concerning Mary as the lineal 


_ deſcendant of David; as no ſuch thing was ever 


known amongſt the Jews. 

The Doctor obſerves, page 63, What Mr. 
& Levi finds fault for with Luke, that he made 
ec Jeſus to deſcend from Nathan, the Son of 
cc David inſtead of Solomon, ariſes from a pre- 
* judice, which however, is almoſt general, as if 
cc the Meſſiah were to be lineally deſcended from 
« Solomon.” This, is miſconſtruing my words: 


for 1 neither found fault with Luke for making 


Jeſus deſcend from Nathan, nor approved of 


Matthew for making him deſcend from Solomon: 


as I never aſſerted that the Meſſiah was to deſcend 


from Solomon ; becauſe, that was foreign to the 
purpoſe, and no part of the argument. I only 


aſſerted, that, Matthew in the firſt chapter of his 
Goſpel gives us the genealogy of Chriſt, and 
Luke, in the third of his Goſpel does the ſame; 
but with ſuch difference, that an unprejudiced 
perſon, would hardly think they belonged to one 
and the ſame perſon: for the latter not only dif- 
fers from the former, in almoſt the whole gene- 
alogy from Joſeph to David, (and which the 
doctor acknowledges) but has alſo added a few 


more generations; and likewiſe made Jeſus to 


deſcend from Neuber, the ſon of D inſtead 


= of Solomon, 


This 
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This is what J aſſerted, (page 85—8 9,) and in 
which there is not a word, that can fairly be con- 
ſtrued as aſſerting that the Meſſiah was to be line- 
ally deſcended from Solomon in preference to Ma- 
than; as I only took notice of the contradictions 
between the two Evangeliſts; and that one made 
Jeſus deſcend from Solomon, and the other made 


; him deſcend from Nathan. And, as I have ſhewn 

f that the genealogies do both properly belong to 
Joſeph, I think it is clear from thence, that the 

f WW Door has not advanced any ching at in the 

n WF leaſt weakens my poſition. 

As to Mr. Swalx, he only obſerves, (page 74, ) 

8 that, © Biſhop Kippezs, in his demonſtration of 
of * the Meſſiah, has employed ten chapters to con- 

n: j « ſider the objections of the Jews againſt the ac- 

d © count which the Evangeliſts give of the genea- 
he WF © logy of Jeſus. Here Mr. Levi will find his ob- 
ly 1 « jections fairly ſlated, and, I think, ſatisfactorily 
his WE © anſwered.” But is it not very ſurpriſing, that out 
nd of all thoſe TEN CHAPTERS written by the Biſhop, 
Cc Mr. Swain, has not produced one clear and ſatis- 
ced 


factory proof to invalidate my objection? As he 
has not, I have a right to take it for granted that 
he CANNOT; confoquenty, my objection remains 
ne- in its full force. 
the WE Neither has tuti-docinic, alias Anſelm Bayly 
veakened it; for he only“ obſerves, © As to the 
; to WF © hole, which you would pick in the coat of Mat- 
4 | © thew and Luke, reſpecting the genealogy of 
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cc Chriſt, it is but ſmall, and of no importance, 
« whether any one can mend it or not.” This i 


fo far from weakening the force of my objection, 


that on the contrary it ſhews it to be unanſwera- 


ble. For if fo learned and zealous a Chriſtian 


Prieſt, cannot advance any thing ſatisfactory to 
confute it, but in order to evade the force of it, 


treats it as, © but ſmall, and of no importance,” 


while a Biſhop thought it of ſuch importance, as 
to employ TEN CHAPTERS upon it; and another 
learned divine, Dr. Berryman, has alſo in his 


ſermons treated it with much care and accuracy, 


beſides a number of others that have written on 


the ſubject, I think, it is an irrefragable proof that 


he 1 1s unable to confute 1 it. 


LETTER 


(79 ) 
LETTER III. 


of the Sufferings of FY Jewiſh Nation, and the ex- 
planation Y the Seventy Weeks, Sc. | 


1 
0 Dzar SIR, 
55 OU obſerve, (page 32, 1 Park, II.) 


As an argument of your nation having 
| « offended God beyond any thing that is recorded 
5 « in the Books of the Old Teſtament, I requeſted 
| « you to attend to the extreme ſeverity of your 
« preſent ſufferings, and the long continuance of 
e your baniſhment from your own country; and 
hat 121 ſaid, that a captivity of ſeventy years was 
: « deemed ſufficient puniſhment for all your tranſ- 
ö « greſſions preceding that event.“ You farther 
© obſerve, © Mr. Levi replies, that the Babyloniſh 
| © captivity was not a puniſhment for all the ſins 
of the preceding period.” You then proceed 
to quote what I have ſaid, page 45, and 49. 
| Alter which you obſerve, © Thus does Mr. Levi 


"* 


interpret Daniel's famous prophecy of ſeventy 
| | © weeks, of which he gives the following account, 
I | © page 40.” After having given this quotation * 
| alſo, you proceed page 34. But the language 
: {© of the prophecy clearly indicates that the rermi- 
© © nation of this longer period of ſeven times 


| | L | ent years, would be ſome joyful event, and 


TER | I forbear citing all the quotations, to avoid ſwelling this 
| | Publication 0 an enormous bulk. | | 
q % not 
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« not a calamitous one. For it was to finih 
« tranſgrefſion, to make an end of ſin, to make 


e reconciliation for iniquity, and to bring in ever. 


4 laſting righteouſneſs, and to ſeal up the viſion, 
« (which Mr. Levi renders, page 55, by public 
ie authenticating it) and to anoint the moſt hcly,” 
Could this be the beginning of forrows ? This 
objection of your's is ſo far from weakening my 


_ poſition, that on the contrary it adds force to 


the explanation which I have given of the pro- 


phecy. For I obſerved page 44—48. But, 


verily, as to Iſrael, he would not only wait /event; 


years, but ſeven, times ſeventy years, after which, 
their kingdom ſhould be cut off and their domi- 
nion ceaſe, and they return into captivity. That 


is, God would allow them ſo long time to repent 
of their fins; and that they might the better be 
enabled ſo to do, God ſtirred up Cyrus to give 
them leave to build a temple, that they might 


thereby be able to offer ſacrifices, &c. But, if 
during that time they ſhould not repent, (as was 


actually the caſe) they were then to go into cap- 
tivity, that by their ſufferings therein, they will 


be able to finiſh (or more properly to conſume)* 
tranſgreſſion, and to make an end of fins, and to 
make expiation for iniquity. And therefore, this 
zs ſo far from being © ſome joyful event,” that on 
the contrary it is a prediction of farther ealamities, 
as may be perceived from the whole prophecy, 


, See Lingua Sacra, Radix M2. 
ED but 
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'but eſpecially the cloſe of it; and as you yourſelf 
acknowledge; page 35, in contradiction to what 
you aſſerted in the preceding page. For you there 
Tay, © One week ſtill remains to make up the ſe- 
re yenty; but of this the angel gives an account at 
te the cloſe of the prophecy. It was that week in 
te the midſt of which the ſacrifice and oblation was 
te to ceaſe, which was to be the beginning of far- 
de ther calamities.“ From whence it is manifeſt, 
that the end of the ſeventy weeks was to be the be- 
ginning of farther calamities. And what greater 
_ calamity could befall them, than the deſtruction 
of the city and the ſanctuary, by the people of the 
prince that ſhould come, &c. And they conſe» 
quently go into captivity. Hence it is clear, that 
no joyful event is mentioned to take place at the 
end of the ſeventy weeks, but a beginning of far» 
ther calamities, i. e. their going into captivity. 
And the calamities which they would ſuffer dur- 
ing ſo long and dreadful a captivity as this has 
been, would be the means of conſuming tranſgreſ- 
ſion, &c. Agreeable to what the prophet ſays, 
* And] will ſcatter thee among the nations, and 
de diſperſe thee in the countries, and I will con- 
* ſume thy filthineſs out of thee.*” This certainly 
means the preſent captivity, for in the Babyloniſh 


tions, nor diſperſed in the countries, and conſe- 
quently, their filthineſs was not conſumed: but in 


„ Ezek, xxii, 16. 


L the 


captivity, they were not ſcattered among the na- 


„ Era ere 
the preſent captivity, they were to remain til! 
tranſgreſſion was conſumed, &c. and which being 
perfected, would be the means To BRING IN 
EVERLASTING RIGHTEOUSNESS: 1. e. that al] the 
_ , earth might come to the knowledge of the true“ 
God, and ſin be deſtroyed out of the earth, as 
Moſes ſays, © And the Loxp thy God will cir- 
te cumciſe thine heart, and the heart of thy ſeed 
© to love the Loxp thy God with all thine heart, 
c and with all thy ſoul}.” And to the ſame 
. purpoſe does the prophet Ezekiel expreſs him- 
ſelf, © For I will take you from among the na- 
tions, and gather you out of all countries, and 
5 will bring you into your own land, &c. Then 
cc will I ſprinkle clean water upon you, and ye 
ce hall be clean: from all your filthineſs, and 
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1] « from all your idols will I cleanſe you. A new 
1 <« heart alſo will I give you, and a new ſpirit will 
| * I put within you, and I will take away the 
| « ſtony heart out of your fleſh, and will give 
. « you an heart of fleſh. And I will put my ſpirit 


ce within you, and cauſe you to walk in my ſta- 
cc tutes, and ye ſhall keep my judgments, and do 


| e them.“ (Ezek. xxxvi. 24, 25, 26, &c. alſo 
ll chap. xi. 18, 19. Jerm. xxxii. 39.) Thus, Sir, 


it is plain that by their captivity, they were to be 
cleanſed from their filthineſs, and that being per- 
fected, their heart was to be circumciſed, the heart 


* See my anſwer to Dr, Prieftley, iſt Letters, page 56, 
57, 60, 61. 3 | 
4 Deut. xxx. 6. 


of 


Da. PRIEST LA. 93 
of ſtone taken away, a new heart given them, &c. 
By this ſymbolic and figurative language, is 
pointed out the EVERLASTING RIGHTEOUSNESS 
ſpoken of by Daniel : the heart of ſtone ſignifying 
ſin. And therefore, when they are cleanſed from 
their filthineſs, i. e. ſins, and a new heart and ſpirit 
given them, they will ſin no more; conſequently, 
everlaſting righteouſneſs will be brought in. . But, 
nothing of this was perfected at the end of the 
ſeventy weeks: for ſo far were they from being 
cleanſed from their filthineſs, that the angel ſays, 
« And for the overſpreading of abomination, (i. e. 
e the abominations which they had committed 
* during both the firſt and ſecond temples) he 
* ſhall make (it) deſolate, even until the con- 
* ſumation,” &c. So that it is clear, that they 
were then in their filthineſs and abomination; and 
for which, they were to be puniſhed in a moſt 
exemplary manner, by having their city and ſanc- 
tuary entirely deſtroyed ; their government cut 
off, &c. From whence it is alſo manifeſt, that 
everlaſting righteouſneſs could not have been 
brought in; becauſe, they ſtill continued in ſin, 
and had yet the heart of ſtone, And to which, 
[ ſuppoſe Jeſus alluded, when he gave his reaſon 
for ſpeaking to them in parables, by ſaying, © For 
this peoples heart is waxed groſs, and their ears 
c are dull of hearing, and their eyes they have 
* cloſed, leſt ' at any time they ſhould ſee with 
« their eyes, and hear with their ears, and ſhould 
8  underftand with their heart, and ſhould be con- 
. L 2 5 « verted 
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<« yerted, and I heal them*,” Matth. xiii. 15. 
All which, is a demonſtration that no joyful event 
was to take place at the termination of the ſeventy 
weeks, but that it was to be the beginning of 
farther. calamities, and which was to make an 
atonement for their manifold ſins. And when they 
mall have made ſuch atonement, either by their 
ſufferings, or a ſincere repentance, their reſtora- 
tion to their own country, according to Moles 
and the other prophets, will immediately take 
place, and which you lite wiſe acknowledge, page 
8 
Lou obſerve, (page 34. ) « If by the moſt boy 
* we underſtand the holy prophet, or prince, 
& whom we ſuppoſe to be mentioned afterwards, 
* under the character of Meſfiah the prince, theſe 
« four hundred and ninety years will terminate 


” at the time of his being appointed to his office.” 


On this aſſertion, I muſt take the liberty to make 
2 few obſervations, | In the firſt place, you ſay, 
that * if by the moſt holy, we are to underſtand 
the holy prophet or prince.” But, this I muſt 
inform you is wreſting the ſenſe of Scripture, and 
doing great violence to it for in no part thereof, 
js, TWP WP The boly of bolies : or even accord- 
ing to the Engliſh tranſlation, the moſt holy, ever 
applied to any prophet, or prince. But, every 


. * Hoy far the words quoted from Iſaiah, were applicable 
to the purpoſe for which they were uſed by Jeſus, is not my 
preſent buſineſs to enquire; the real meaning of the prophet $ 


words, I have given in Lingua Sacra. Radix w-. 


perſon 


perſon che leaſt converſant in Scripture, knows, 
that it denotes the moſt holy place, or the altar, 


Kc. as, 1 obſerved in my anſwer to your firſt 


Letters, page 59, 63. And therefore, I am much 
ſurpriſed, that a perſon of your knowledge in 
Scripture, ſhould attempt to conſtrue it in this 


manner; as I am ſenſible, that you cannot pro- 


duce one clear ſimple and unequivocal proof of 
its being applied to any prophet, or prince; but 
numbers can be adduced to ſhew its being uſed 
in the ſenſe that I have explained it“. Second, 
you obſerve, that the holy prophet or prince, to 
whom you underſtand the term moſt holy to be 


applied, is the fame who you ſuppoſe © to be 


te mentioned afterwards under the character of 
« Meſſiah the Prince, theſe four hundred and 
_ * ninety years will terminate at the time of his 


0 being appointed to his office. This, you ob- 


ſerve, © I think, we are authoriſed to infer from 
« the manner in which the angel immediately 


te proceeds to explain himſelf. | Know therefore, 
* and underſtand, that from the going forth of the 


* commandment to reſtore and build Jeruſalem unto 


* Meſſiab the prince f ſhall be ſeven weeks and ſixty- 


* 7209 weeks, that is (as you ſay) ſixty-nine weeks,” 
Thus have you explained the paſſage, in order 


to favour Tour © but which I muſt tell 


7 Exod. xxvi. 33» 34- xxix. 37. and xl. 10. Namb. iv. 
19. 1 King. vi. 16, vi. 3—8. 2 Chron. i. 8, 10, &c. &c. 


+ More mer: the anointed * See my firſt Letters, 
* 62. e e ee 


>, | | you 
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you' Plainly, 1 is a mere fallacy; contrary to the ſenſe 
of Scripture, and almoſt all the commentators 
thereon, both Jews and Chriſtians. For they all 
unanimouſly agree that, the 25th verſe which you 


quote, contains two periods: viz. ſeven weeks, which 


I underſtand to be from the time of the going forth 
of the commandment, unto the anointed prince. 
And threeſcore and two weeks; during which time 


Jeruſalem was to be built, reſtored, and conti- 


nue“, was another period ; and the one week men. 
tioned in the 27th verſe, was likewiſe another pe- 
riod; which laſt period you allo allow, page 35. 
Hence it is manifeſt, that thofe two periods are 
not to be confounded together, but muſt be con- 
fidered as two diſtinèt periods, as I have ſhewn in 
my firſt Letters. But above all, how can you re- 
coneile this poſition, with what you affert in the 
preceding page? For there you do not fay that 
Meftiah the prince was to come at · the end of the 


fxty-nine weeks, but that, © theſe four hundred 
% and ninety years will terminate at the time of 


« his being appointed to his office.” What of- 
fice? that of his miniſtry, you muſt certainly 
mean: fo then according to the latter affertion, 
he did not enter on his miniſtry at the end 
of the ſixty-nine weeks; i. e. four hundred 
and eighty-three years, as you. make the. angel 
explain himſelf; but at the termination of the 
four hundred and ninety ; ſo that if Sit. is Me fe 


8 9 F ir Letters to o Dr. Prieſtley, page 59, . 


ab 
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fal the prince mentioned by the angel, he muſt 

have entered upon his miniſtry after he was cut 
off: for the angel ſays, © And after threeſcore 

e and two weeks, ſhall the Meſſiah” (or more 

properly, the ancinted, as I have explained it)* 

| « be cut of.” Hence it is manifeſt, that the an- 

| ointed was to be cut off after the ſixty-nine weeks, 

and conſequently, could not be appointed to his 

office at the termination of the ſeventy. How 
you will be able to reconcile theſe contradictory 
aſſertions, is beſt known to yourſelf; to me they 
appear almoſt inſurmountable : but that may be 
owing to my ignorance of profane literature, and 
which may perhaps contain the ſecret myſtery of Tu 
reconciling contradictions: fo that to a perſon of 458 
your profound knowledge therein, there is no 

doubt of his being capable of rendering the moſt 

glaring contradictions reconcileable, and with one 

ſtroke of his magical wand make them coaleſce. 

If fo, I ſhould be obliged to you, if you would 

be pleaſed to take the following (which is partly 

contained in the foregoing) into conſideration. 

In page 34, you obſerve, that by the mot boly 

may be underſtood the holy prophet or prince, 

| whom you ſuppoſe to be Meſſiah the prince men- Bl 
tioned afterwards. By which it is evident, that you 5 
allow the Meſſiah mentioned in the 25th verſe: and, 

vho you contend (page 44,) was the ſame men- 

toned in the 26th verſe, to be a prince, conſe- 


* Ibid. 60, 64 
. quently, 


e 


88 42rtiwks 


- quently it follows that, the Ava that ſuffered 
was a prince: and of courſe; a prince of the hou 
of David. But, this you ſeem flatly: to contradict, 
by making the Meffiah whb was to be cut off; 
and the prince; two diſtinct perſons : for in page 
51 you obſerve, © Do not reject without exami- 


< nation the hypotheſis I mentioned in my former 


Letters, and which I have maintained at large 
« ih. the Theological Repoſitory, of the diſtinction 
between the Meſſiah who was to ſuffer; and who 
alone bears that name, and the prince of th: 
« houſe of David, -under whom you are to enjoy 
your future glory.“ In the Theological Repoſi- 
tory, Vol. V. page 212, you obſerve, All Chriſ- 
* tian commentators and critics have found great 
« difficulties in this ſubject. But it appears to 
te me, that they have ariſen chiefly from the ne- 
« ceſlity they imagined themſelves to be under 
« of applying more prophecies to Jeſus Chriſt, 
* than in my opinion, belong to him, and eſpe- 
« cially from not diſtinguiſhing the characters 0: 
« the humble prophet, from thoſe of the empor 
prince, but applying in a ſpiritual ſenſe to the 
« former, what was intended in a literal ſenſe t0 
the latter“: in which they have followed tov 
« cloſely the writers of the New Teſtament. 4 
« little reflection, however, would have prevented 
« the embarraſſment of Chriſtians on this fubjedt, 


CS forbear ine any remarks on this hypotheſis, as I 
will be amply treated of, in my Diſſertation on the Prophe- 
cies, where 1 it will naturally fall under diſcuſſion. 


cc eſpecial | 


t 
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« eſpecially an attention on the one hand, to the 


clear language of prophecies, which ſpeak of 
«a nothing but temporal proſperity, and on the 
te expreſs declaration of our Saviour that his 


SS kingdom was not. of this world*: the clear infe- 


« rence from which is, that the Me ab, and the | 
cc temporal Prince, are two perſons.” 

Hence it is manifeſt from your own mode of 
reaſoning, (to ſay nothing of the contradiction it 


contains) that, Mefiab the Prince mentioned in 
verſe 25, cannot be the Meſſiab, or anointed, that 


was to be cut off, verſe 26, and whom you call 
the humble prophet. Becauſe, in the former verſe, 
the angel is explicit in mentioning 122 MW I un- 
to the anointed prince. This according to your | 
hypotheſis, cannot be applied to the punble pro- 
phet: for Y in the Hebrew, denotes a prince, or 


ruler, &c. one inveſted with temporal authority, or 


ſupreme command; ſovereign, &c. See 2 Sam. 
vii. 8. 1 Kings 1. 35. xiv. 7. and xvi. 2. Beſides a 
number of other parts of Scripture. Now, as it is 
allowed on all hands, that Jeſus had no ſuch tem- 
poral power, as a prince, or ruler, it confequently 
follows that, the title of P22 MWP, Anointed prince, 


cannot with propriety be applied to him; of courſe, 


according to your hypotheſis, the v MW? men- 
tioned-in verſe 255 cannot be the ſame with the 


* „This; is a 8 2 that Jeſus could not be is Meſ- 
ſiah foretold by the prophets, as in their prophecies they only 


| ſpeak of a temporal prince, as I ſhall cnc ſhgw in my Diſ- 


ſenation on the 3 pre 


1 * 


M . perſon 
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perſon mentioned ſimply by the name of ud, 
of neceſſity, they muſt be two perſons; which i; 
all that 1 contended for: This is a demonſtr. 
tion of the futility of your objection, page 44, and 
the truth of my poſition; for you there obſerve, 
« He (Mr. Levi) will not allow that the Meſſiah, 
« which is twice mentioned in this prophecy, re- 
« fers at all to the perſon whom you now diſtin- 
« guiſh by that title; but ſays, that, in the former 
ce part of the prophecy, it is to be underſtood of 
« Cyrus, and in the latter of Agrippa the younger: 
„ though, ſurely, nothing can be more unnatural 
te than to explain it in this manner. Can the ſame 
« term, in two contiguous ſentences of the ſame 
« prophecy, ſignify two different perſons, one of 
them a heathen prince, and the other a king of 
N. Judea, who lived ſeven hundred years after 
x him“ But, as I have ſhewn that, according 
to your reaſoning, and the language of Scripture, | 
(becauſe the term is not the ſame in the two con- 
tiguous ſentences, ) they muſt be two perſons, it is 
plain, that your objection is a mere nullity. It 
alſo. fully demonſtrates the difficulties that you la- 
bour under in endeayouring to eſtabliſh that ab- 
ſurd hypotheſis ſo contrary to the language of 
Seripture, viz. chat the perſons mentioned in the 
25th and 26th verſes, are.one and the ſame perſon; 
and which naturally leads you into the contradic- 
tions I have Juſt mentioned; for as you are fully 
ſenſible that, the Prophecies ſpeak only of a tem- 


W Prince, Tun are con ſequengly: under a neceſlity, 
according 
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according to your explanation of the prophety, to 
call the Meſſiah that was to be cut off, by the 
name of the humble prophet; from which it is clear, 
| that he cannot be the prince mentioned in the 25th 
| verſe. Hence, my poſition, viz. that the prophecy 
ſpeaks of two diſtinct perſons, is fully eſtabliſhed. 
And, I muſt farther obſerve, that it is fo far from 
being unnatural to explain the prophecy to denote 
two different perſons, that it is clear, that three 
perſons are actually mentioned in the prophecy ; 
the firſt and laſt of whom, are called T2, Prince, 
and who were both heathens ; the former Cyrus, 
and the latter Titus, who was the prince of the 
people that was to come to deſtroy the city and 
the ſanEtuary. But, the anointed who was to be 
cut off, is called ſimply DW, anointed, i. e. the 
king, or high prieſt * ; by which was meant, that 
they ſhould have no more kingly or prieſtly 
power, or government; and which was very aptly 
ſignified by the term MVP, anointed: becauſe, 
that is an indefinite term ; and properly denotes 
| all the claſs of thoſe that were anointed, whether 
kings, or prieſts : for after the people that came 
with the prince, deſtroyed the city and the ſanc- 
tuary, the kingly power, and miniſtry of the prieſt- 
hood was intirely cut off; and there Was no more 
of it, nor hath been unto this day. But, if the 
word anointed, or Meſſiah, had been intended to 


* For the high prieſt, is alſo called MW, as, FD DN 
NT wid, If the anointed prieft doth fin. Levit. iv. 3. 
| M 2 denote 


. 


denote the anointed prince mentioned in vert: 
25, the angel would have made uſe of the term 
MUnR3; with the d demonſtrative, or notificativeꝰ, 
always uſed in the Hebrew, when ſpeaking of 
. perſons, or things, already mentioned, or known: 
from whence it is clear, that the term MW) does 
not denote the anointed prince mentioned in verlc 
If | 
And, here I cannot avoid taking notice of an- 
bother difficulty which Chriſtians in general labour 
under, in applying this prophecy to Chriſt as the 
. Meſſiah; the greatneſs of which, Dr. Prideaux 
was ſo ſenſible of, that he took great pains to re- 
move it, but as it appears with little ſucceſs. ! 
mean, the cutting off of the Meſfab, or anointed, 
after the ſixty-two weeks, according to the word: 
of the prophecy, „ And after threeſcore and 
ce two weeks, ſhall Meſſiah (or anointed) be cut 
tt off;“ that is, at the end of the ſixty-nine 
weeks. Now, if what you and Chriſtians in ge- 
neral ſay, be true, yiz. that unto Meffrab the pringe 
ſhall be ſeven weeks, and ſixty-two weeks, then 
his coming, and his cutting off, muſt have hap- 
Ul pened at the ſame time both together, conk- 
lj quently, no intermediate ſpace would have been 
fi left for his miniſtry : and which is a demonſtr:- 
tion, that no ſuch perſon as Jeſus, as a ſuffering 
Meſliah, was ever intended by the prophecy. 


„ p _ - * - — > oO 
k ; * — 4 N * * _ — — - — 

- 7 — N — — rern 2 - e >, — yew» bi „ 5 4 * 0 

2 2 +6 — 2 2 af > N —_— <—__ . _ * * 2 3 8 2 > », __— - : F 

2 ty : : 4 ———— RR 338 3 * * . 
— — 9 — — 2 4x 2 S r I = on * G > 2 5 a 
„ — — r - . 5: — 
; - . . 


» Lingya Sacra, Part I. chap. ix. ſect. 2. page 132. 
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As to what you ſay, page 46, Agrippa was 


« too inconſiderable a prince, to be the ſubject 
te of ſuch a prophecy,” I think, has been fully 


anſwered in the foregoing; as I have ſhewn, that 
it does not particularly point out Agrippa only, 


but properly, the whole claſs or race of thoſe that 
were anointed, whether kings, or prieſts, and by 


which their ſtate and form of government was to 


be intirely changed and deſtroyed, And ſurely, 
ſuch an eyent, cannot be thought too inconſider- 
able for ſuch a prophecy. 

You alſo obſerve in the ſame page, No Jew, 
« no perſon of any nation, ever occaſianed ſuch | 
A revolution in the religious ſtate of the world, 
« as Jeſus Chriſt effected.“ But have you, who 
are ſo well verſed in hiſtory, forgot Mahomet, 
who laid the foundation of an extenſive empire* 1 


and introduced the religion that bears his name, 
and which in a ſhort time, overſpread the whole 
eaſt: ſo that the Mahomedans have been reckoned 


more numerous than the Chriſtians, His progreſs 


was great indeed; for he roſe in the ſpace of 


twenty-three years, from very ſmall beginnings, 


| to ſuch a height, as to make one of the GREATEST 
E REVOLUTIONS THAT EVER HAPPENED IN THE 
WORLD ; as confeſt by Chriſtians themſelves. See 


And what i is ſtill more e extraordinary, this empire was 
founded, as I may ſay, on the very ruins of Chriſtianity ; 
the ſucceſſes of his followers againſt the Chriſtians dc 
tvince, See Ockley's Hiſtory of the Saracens. 


Toulmin's 
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Toulmin-s Diſſertations, page 160%. And who alſ 
obſerves, ibid. page 152, © Mahomet entered 3 
* bold and intrepid proteſt againſt the polytheiſim 
* and idolatry of his countrymen : in this reſpect, 
his character had great merit ;. and he was an 
ce inſtrument of divine providence to preferve the 
c doctrine of the divine unity, when for ages it 


6 was obſcured and enervated amongſt Chriſtians, 
r by the notion of a plurality of perſons.” 


'T hus, 
Mahomet may be ſaid to have brought back an 


immenſe number of the inhabitants of Arabia, 


&c. from idolatry to the knowledge of the truc 
God, and preſerved the remembrance of one God: 
and that fo effectually, that the grand fundamental 
creed laid down by him, that there is but one 
God, has continued in its utmoſt purity for ſo 


many hundred years; and which is by far more 


than you allow to Chriſtianity. For according to 
your OPINION, all Trinitarians (and which are the 


bulk or great body of Chriſtians) are idolaters. 


Hence it is clearly, and I preſume ſatisfactorily 
proved, (even from the authority of Chriſtian 


writers) that Mahomed effected the greateſt 
revolution; conſequently, your aſſertion is ſhewn 
to be ill founded. 
remarks on the futility of. it, but ſubmit the whole 


1 forbear making any farther 
to the judgment of the impartial and candid 
reader. 5 


* See alſo Prideans” 8 life of Mahomet. 


Addiſon's firl 
kate of Mahumediſm. ET 


You 
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Von ſay, page 44, Mr. Levi ſuppoſes, with 
« R. Iſaac and S. Jarchi, though he does not dif- 
« tinctly expreſs it, that the going forth of the com- 
« mandment, means the declaration of the divine 
« will to Jeremiah; but nothing is advanced by 

« theſe writers to make it probable that the going 

« forth of the commandment, ta reſtore and to build 
« Jeruſalem, is coincident with the time of the 

« demolition of it by Nebuchadnezzar.” To 

| this, I anſwer, that, as I have already ſhewn that 
| ] the anointed prince mentioned in verſe 25, was a 
| different perſon from the one mentioned in verſe: 
| 26, as being a prince, having temporal power. 
| And alſo, that the Meſſiah or anointed that was 
1] w be cut off after the ſixty-two. weeks, could not 

E vith propriety be ſaid to come after the ſixty-two 
2 weeks; for. then his coming and cutting off 
| would have happened both together, it is manifeſt 
: that, the explanation which I have given in my 
© firſt Letters, (page 58—62.) that from the 
going forth of the commandment (or more properly 
j the word, as I ſhall ſhew preſently) to reſtore and 
© build Jeruſalem unto Cyrus the anointed prince, 
-n {We ould be ſeven weeks, or forty-nine years. For 
er oo whom could the term anointed prince be with 
1 the greater propriety applied than to Cyrus, 
WW is ſo called expreſsly by name, by the _— : 
\ Thus | faith the E to his anionted, 

1 Cyavs,” Ifaiah xv. 1. And who hte 
= leave to build and FEA Jeruſalem. - And 
us was the firſt part of the prophecy fulfilled: 
Shan „ ng 


_ 
_— - 
=_ 


for from the time of the deſtruction of the fir 


s might be accompliſhed}, the Loxp ſtirred up 
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temple till Cyrus, was ſeven weeks, or forty-nine 
years, as I have already obſerved. As to Mi 


properly denotes word in its primary ſenſe, being 


derived from the verb "27 to ſpeak*. And there. 
fore, n Nx, denotes from the going forth of 


the word: that is, the word of the Lord by the 


prophet. Jer. xxv. 12. And not a commandment, 


by which Chriſtians have confounded the pro- 
phecy, and bewildered themſelves, as I ſhall ſhew 


hereafter. That this is the true ſenſe of the term, 


may be clearly proved by analogy with the words 
ol the prophet uſed in the ſecond verſe of the ſame 


chapter. I Daniel underſtood by books the 
& number of years, whereof THE worD of the 


Lonp came to Jeremiah the prophet,” &c. But 
what I take to be deciſive, is the following, as re- 


corded 2 Chron. xxxvi. 24. Now in the firſt 


ce year of Cyrus king of Perſia, that THE wok p of 


ee the Loxp: (ſpoken) by the mouth of Jeremiah 


the 


* See Lingua Sacra. Radix Qt. 


4 Hence you may olearly perceive what is meant by the 
going forth of the word: i. e. the time of its beginning to 


act; for then the accompliſhment of the declaration of ihe 


diyine will to Jeremiah, began to have its completion: ſo that 


it is clear, that it does not ſignify the time of the delivery of 


the prophecy ; but the time of its going forth, that is, of its 
taking place, for then it began to come forth, and have 


effect. And which (as 1 have already obſerved) was from the 


deſtruction of the firſt temple, from whence the ſeventy yer 


v 
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er the ſpirit of Cyrus King of Perſia, that he made 
« proclamation throughout all his kingdom,“ 
cc. And the very ſame words, does the book 
of Ezra contain, as the foundation of the build- 
ing and reſtoration of Jeruſalem. Ezra i. 1. 
All which is a demonſtration, that the building 
and reſtoration of Jeruſalem, was founded on 
the word of the Lo xp by the prophet Jeremiah, 
and from whence, it is clear that, that was alſo 
the meaning of the angel in this place, as 
aer n. x 


of the? captivity commenced. And therefore, thoſe writers 
| had no occaſion to advance any thing to prove the going forth 
of the word to be coincident with the demolition of Jeruſalem, 
| becauſe they never meant any ſuch thing by it; but that the 
© going forth of the word meant the time of the captivity of 
| Zedekiah. This I ſpeak of R. Iſaac. But, as to Jarchi, I 
3 muſt tell you plainly, that he does not apply to denote 
: the word of the Lord by Jeremiah, for he ſays, 137 NY 15 
3 un πννν n , IND D N ̃ν v τ οο 
| From whence it is clear, that Jarchi underſtands 1237 men- 
| tioned in the 25th verſe, to be the ſame with that mentioned 
| in the 23d. So that the real meaning of Jarchi is, that the 
| eng forth of the word, denotes that mentioned in verſe 23. 
At the beginning of thy ſupplication the word came forth, &c. 
| | thou ſhalt know and underſtand that from the deſtruction of the 
| | «np &c. But not a word does he ſay about its denoting 
| the declaration of the divine will by Jeremiah; but only the 
| going forth of the word to the angel to come and make him 
Þ underſtand the viſion. I therefore would adviſe you, that 
© before you attempt again to comment on the opinions of Rab- 
he writers, to read them in the original, if you can, and 
| have dot truſt to tranſlations, or tranſlators; for they are no better 
Y tan blind leaders of the blind ; and often expoſe the Ignorance 


&vG thoſe that traſt to them. - ot 
1 Yay 
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Tou obſerve: page 47,” © The ſeventy week 
* Mr. Levi ſays, page 41, are without doubt, 
e four hundred and ninety years, the time from 
ec the deſtruction of the firſt temple to the de- 
e ſtruction of the ſecond. But,“ ſay you, © if 
ee there be any truth in hiſtory, the interval be- 

cc tween thoſe two events was about fix hundred 
ec and fifty years; and it is by hiſtory that pro- 
„ phecy muſt be interpreted.” But, why not 
produce thoſe proofs of hiſtory, in order to har- 
moniſe the events in ſupport of your hypotheſis ? 
Surely, you ought not to have left the ſubject 
(and that of ſuch importance) in ſo vague and 
indeterminate a ſtate; but have proved your poſi- 
tion, by ſubſtantial and undeniable arguments. 
mean, by fixing a period for the beginning of the 
| ſeventy weeks, and then have proceeded to ſhew the 
- accompliſhment of every period, as I have done“. 
e ſhould then have en ale to have Judged 


by At preſent, Clrifians wing no certain fond 4, from 
whence to begin the ſeventy weeks: for although they all 
agree in explaining the prophecy, that from the going forth 
of the commandment (as they tranſlate, it) to reſtore and build 
- Jeruſalem unto Meſſiah (or anointed) prince, ſhall be ſeven 
weeks; and ſixty-two weeks, (not at all conſidering, that, 
the ſixty-two weeks, reads forward with the remaining part 
of the verſe) yet, are they ſo far from being unanimous con- 
:cerning the time from which they commenced, that there are 
.almoſt as many different opinions about it, as there are 
writers upou the ſubject: but which is no more than the in- 
evitable conſequence of explaining Scripture. ſo. contrary o 
its true meaning; and plainly ſhews. the difficulties. they la- 
bour under, in the maintainance of {uch abſurd poſitions, 


wo? of 


£ Po on 
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on which fide truth exiſted. But this, I am con- 
fident, you are conſcious was not in your power 
to do: on the contrary,” you would only have 
bewildered yourſelf, in being liable to encounter 
all the difficulties which every Chriſtian com- 
| mentator, who has written upon the ſubject, has 
F involved himſelf in, by attempting it. Of the 
truth of this, every candid and diſpaſſionate per- 
fon will be fully convinced, that chuſes to take the 
pains to read with attention, what Dr. Prideaux 
hath written upon the ſubject, in his Connect. 
Vol. II. page 17, &c. &c. For me to follow 
the doctor through all his turnings and windings, 
would anſwer no other purpoſe, than to perplex 
the reader, and ſwell this-pamphlet to a volume. 
One thing, however, I muſt: obſerve, which is, 


fane hiſtorians, in contradiction to Scripture, in 


applicable to Chriſt, he has not been able (not- 
withſtanding the utmoſt ſtretch of human induſtry) 
to fix any clear and certain period from whence to 
begin the ſeventy weeks. For as he obſerves, if 
begun from the firſt of Cyrus, who granted the 
firſt decree,(which may be called a commandment) 
they will. not come low enough to reach any of 
the events * which are predicted by the prophecy. 


they begin from the decree granted by Darius; 


aa In regard to Jeſus, 


9 

*% 
I 
1 
4 
1 
| 
: 


that by adopting the chimerical opinion of pro- 


order to explain the prophecy ſo as to make it 


Neither, as he obſerves, (ibid. page 18,) could 
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that is, not from Darius Cadomanus, becauſe, 


then the 490 years would overſhoot the events 


by many more years than the other would fall 
ſhort of them. Nor from Darius Nothus as 
ſome have thought. Nor from Darius Hyſ- 
taſpes. Neither could they begin from Artax- 
erxes, who granted the decree to Nehemiah; that 
is, neither from- Artaxerxes Longimanus, Artax- 
erxes Mnemnon, nor Artaxerxes Ochus, from 


which ſome have begun them“. He then pro- 


ceeds to ſhew, how ſome have reckoned by lunar 
years, &c. But, after the doctor has employed 
twenty octavo pages of ſmall letter preſs on the 
ſubject, having found out, according to profane 
hiſtory, that, from the death of Chriſt to the 

ſeventh year of Artaxerxes upwards, was 490 
years, he has very wiſely begun them from thence. 


This, may be cutting the Gordion KG but I am 


ſure, it is not untying it. TS 
As to what you obſerve page 3 55 concerning 


ann, ſcarcely deſerves notice, were it not to ex- 


poſe its futility: for I obſerved that, TIM alſo de- 


For it muſt be obſerved, that the doctor had nat only 
undertaken to eſtabliſh his own hypotheſis, but to oyerturn 
thoſe which other commentators have adopted, an account 
of their not coinciding with the events relating to Chriſt ; in 
doing of which, however, he has been obliged to diſcard the 


literal ſenſe of the text : which plainly ſhews, what expedients 


He was obliged to make uſe of, in ↄrder to extricate himſelf 
from the difficulties which he laboured under in the maintain- 
ance of that abſurd hypotheſis, equally as inconſiſtent 3s 


any of the others he was endeavouring to demoliſh, 
noted 
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noted © that there ſhould be a cutting off, or ſe- 
te paration of ſeventy weeks.” Which plainly 
ſhews, that it was to be the period of time that was 


to be cut off. Of this, every unprejudiced per- 
ſon will be convinced, that does but read the page 


you have quoted. 
Fou ſay, page 36, I would farther bras 
1 that Mr. Levi's account of your preſent ſuffer- 


te ings is neither agreeable to reaſon, nor to the 
* ſeripture. It is no where ſaid, either before the 


e captiyity, or afterwards, that it was intended as 
Ka puniſhment for not obſerving the ſabbath in 


* particular, but for in in general. It is only ſaid 


* that, during that captivity, the land would keep 
te its ſabbaths, which it had not been allowed to 
&« do before, 2 Chron. xxxvi. 21. To fulfil the word 
* of the Lord by the mouth of Jeremiah, until the land 


« bad enjoyed her ſabbaths. For as long as ſhe lay de- 


te folate, ſhe kept the ſabbath, to fulfil threeſcore and ten 
* Jears. But this is far from amounting to a proof 
« that this captivity was for no other purpoſe.” 
But, as in the verſes preceding the words you 


quote, we find it recorded, that the people were 


ſlain; Jeruſalem and the houſe of God deſtroyed; 
and the remainder carried away captive. And all 
this, that the land might enjoy her ſabbaths, zhree- 
core and ten years, the time they were in that cap- 
tivity in Babylon. I think, that all this taken to- 
gether, amounts to a preſumptive proof, that in 


that captivity they were puniſhed for that ſin only. 


But this will appear in a much ſtronger light, 
* when 


| 
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when confidered/ conjunctively with the words of 
Moſes, In Levit. xxvi. 34. where he is evi- 
dently ſpeaking of the firſt captivity, he ſays, 
Then ſhall the land enjoy her ſabbaths, as long 
tas the land lieth deſolate, “ &. And in verſe 
36, he ſpeaks of this preſent captivity, and which 
on account of | its long continuance, he tells them, 
verſe 38, 39. © And ye ſhall-periſh among the 
3c nations, and the land of your enemies ſhall eat 
2 up. And they that are leſt of you ſhall 
= pine away in their iniquity, in your enemies 
4 lands: and alſo in the iniquities of their fathers 
L ſhall they pine away with them.“ This is alſo a 
Plwain proof that we are ſuffering for the ſins of our 
Hthers, as well as our own. In verſe 40 and 41, 
*he' obſerves, that after their being brought into the 
Land of their enemies, there were two ways, or 
means, by which they might expatiate their crimes, 
iz. Firſt; „Or (or if) then their uncircum- 
; e ciſed heart be humbled;” that is, ſhall have ſin- 
'cerely repented of all their ſins, and have utterly 
forſaken them. Second, “ Or they then accept 
the puniſhment of their iniquity.” That is, they 
receive the full puniſhment due to their iniquity. 
But neither of theſe ends was accompliſhed dur- 
ing the time of the firſt captivity. . For although 
thoſe that went up from Babylon, (and which were 
but a ſmall part of the nation) faſted and prayed, 
is mentioned in the gth chapter of Nehemiah, yet, 
did they not humble their uncircumciſed heart; that 
Js, they did not ſubdue rheir evil appetite, by ut- 
Nai terly 
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-refly-forfaking their fins, but on the contrary ſtill 
continued in many of them. For in the firſt 
plate, they had not intirely put away the ſtrange 
women. Ibid. xiii. 4. xxiii. 24, &c. Neither did 
they give the proper portion to the Levites, verſe 
10. They alſo profaned the ſabbath, as men- 
tioned. verſe 15. In theſe days ſaw I in Judah 
e ſome treading wine preſſes on the ſabbath, and 
bringing in ſheaves, and lading aſſes, &c. &c. 
% They alſo oppreſſed one another 1 uſury,” &c. 
bid u. 1, 2, , lc. 

All which is a proof, that they had: not PE 

2 thorough and fincere repentance, fo as to for- 
fake their evil ways: for what ſignifies repentance, 
without the relinquiſhing of fin ? And therefore, 
the prophet very. properly deſcribes the repen- 
tance of the Ninevites, by obſerving, that the 
king ſaid; “ Yea, let them turn every one from 
his evil way, and from the violence that is in 
* their hands.“ Jonah iii. 8. And in verſe 10, 
he ſays, And God ſaw their works, that they 
turned from their evil way.” But he does not 
ſay, and God ſaw their faſting and praying; for that 
would not have availed them, without a thorough 
reformation; and therefore, he very properly aſ- 
cribes their deliverance from the threatened danger, 
to their departure from their evil ways. But this, 
the Jewiſh nation did not do at their return from 
Babylon; and much leſs during the time of the 
ſecond temple, as I have obſerved in my firſt 
Letters, And which is a demonſtration, that they 


— . A 
_ 
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did not effect the firſt method propoſed. for their 
redemption. As to the ſecond, the full puniſh. 
ment of their iniquity; that I have already ſhewn 
they did not receive, on account of the ſhortnef| 
of the captivity, being but ſeventy years, and 


-which it was ſpecified, was to be while the land 
enjoyed and kept her ſabbaths. And, as no other 
fin is mentioned as the immediate cauſe of the 
Arit captivity but this, as is clear from the words 
above quoted, we muſt take it for granted, that 
during that captivity, they. did not receive any 
. for any other crime. 

As to what you ſay, page 37, © Beſides, ; in 
e how capricious and unworthy a manner, does 
« Mr. Levi repreſent the God of your fathers, 
e the righteous Judge of all the earth, as acting; 
« in puniſhing for one particular fin by a heavy 
e calamity, and after ſhewing all the marks of 
let forgiveneſs and reconciliation, reſerving his 
« oreateſt vengeance for another ſeaſon, not to 
« commence till ſix hundred years afterwards.” 
But this is a very unfair concluſion drawn from 
my words: for I never afferted, that God had 
ſhewn them al! the marks of forgiveneſs and 
reconciliation, and to have reſerved his greateſt 
vengeance for another ſeaſon. On the contrary, 
J aſſerted, that the angel informed Daniel, (firſt 


Letters, page 49—44,) that as their fin was very 


grievous, it would not be atoned for by their 
captivity of ſeventy years, (and . which was not 
attended with any peculiar hardſhips. during its 

Tp: - continuance, 
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rontinuance, as you obſerve,) conſequently, they 
had not al the marks of forgiveneſs and reconcilia- 
ton: but only, that God in his infinite mercy, 
was pleaſed to grant them this viſitation. Ibid. 
page 41—45, 46, &c. That they might thereby 
che better be enabled to work their repentance, 
and make an atonement for their fins. But, if 
they ſhould not, they were then to go into cap- 
tivity again, and there remain, till they had either 
thoroughly repented of their fins, or had received 
the full puniſhment for all their iniquities. Now, I 
would fain aſk you, or any candid perſon, whether 
this is repreſenting God as acting in a capricious | 
and unworthy manner ? On the contrary, I think 
it will appear plain, that God acted according to 
his eternal juſtice, tempered with mercy, in ſuſ- 
fering them to return to their own land, and there- 
by affording them a better opportunity to expiate 
their ſins, than they could otherwiſe have had. 
| But, if they abuſed that mercy by not making 
a good uſe of it, his juſtice then required, that 
they ſhould go into captivity to receive a puniſh- 
ment for al! their fins, as well thoſe committed 
before, as after the ſaid viſitation. 
Tou obſerve, page 38, On the plan of Mr. 
Levi, even your next reſtoration to your coun- 
* try, will be no proof that God has forgiven 
e your nation 40 the fins they committed before 
the Babyloniſh captivity, ta ſay nothing of thoſe 
committed ſince.” Although, I have fully ex- | 
plained the nature of the preſent captivity, and 
BD FFÜ” . 
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that its long continuance was, that they might 
therein receive a full puniſhment for all their ſins, 
ſo as 10 finiſh (or conſume) tranſgreſſion, make an 
end of fins, and to make expiation for iniquity. Yet, 
in order to remove, even the moſt faint ſhadow 
of the ſubſtance of an objection from your reaſon- 
ing, I ſhall adduce a few prophecies in favour of 
-my propoſition, and then ſhew, that they are ap- 
plicable to none but the preſent captivity. 
Iſai. xl. 1, 2. © Comfort ye, comfort ye my 
we e people, ſaith your God. Speak ye to the heart 
« of (or comfortably to) Jeruſalem, and cry unto. 
| < her, that her warefare (or appointed time) is ac- 
M © compliſhed, that her iniquity is pardoned ; for 

| <« ſhe hath received of the Lord's hands double 
ce for all her ſins.” Jerem. xxxi. 8, 9. * Behold, 1 
ce will bring them from the north country, and ga- 
<« ther them from the coaſts of the earth, and with 
them the blind and the lame, the woman with 
child, and her that travaileth with child to- 
| « gether, a great company. They ſhall come 
wich weeping, and with ſupplications will ! 
| lead them; I will cauſe them to walk by the 
| « rivers of waters, in a ſtrait way wherein they 
| < ſhall not ſtumble : for I am a father to Iſrael, 
and Ephraim is my firſt born.“ Ibid: xxxiii. 
| 7,8. „And J will cauſe the captivity of Judah, 
þ «and the captivity of Iſrael to return, and will 
« build them as at the firſt, And I will cleanſe | 
«.them from ALL their iniquity, whereby they 
have ſinned againſt me. and I will pardon aL 
WEI - * | | | | . their 


| 
| 
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# their iniquities whereby they have ſinned, and 
« whereby they have tranſgreſſed againſt me.“ 
In Ezek. xi. 16, 19, &c, * Therefore ſay, Thus 
£-faith the Lord Gop, although I have caſt them 
c far off among the nations, and although I have 
« ſcattered them among the countries, yet will 1 
« be to them as a little ſanctuary in the countries 
* where they ſhall come, Therefore ſay, Thus 
te faith the Lord Gop, I will even gather you 
* from the people, and aſſemble you out of the 
e countries where ye have been ſcattered, and I 
ce will give you the land of Iſrael. And they k 
& ſhall come thither, and they ſhall take away all ih 
« the deteſtable things thereof, and all the abomi- o— 
* nations thereof from thence. And I will give li 
them one heart, and I will put a new ſpirit 
within you, and I will take the ſtony heart out 
* of their fleſh, and I will give them an heart of 
e fleſh, that they may walk in my ſtatutes, and 
« keep mine ordinances, and do them,” &c. Ibid. 
xxxvi. 22. © Therefore ſay unto the houſe of 
« Iſrael, Thus faith the Lord Gop, I do not 
* (this) for your ſakes, © houſe of Iſrael, but 
« for mine holy name's ſake, which ye have pro- 
* faned among the nations, whither ye went,“ &c. 
And verſe 24, &c. © For I will take you from 
« among the nations, and gather you out of all 
© countries, and will bring you into your own 
« land, Then will I ſprinkle clean water upon 
« you, and ye ſhall be clean; from ALL your 
< filthineſs, and from aLL your idols will I cleanſe 
| O 2 « you. 
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« you. A new heart alſo will I give you, and 4 


te new ſpirit will I put within you,” &c. &c. Verſe 
33. Thus faith the Lord God, In the day 
that I ſhall have cleanſed you from at. your 


« jniquities, I will cauſe you to dwell in the 
te cities,” &c. Ibid. xxxvii. 21, 22, &c, * And 
« ſay unto them, Thus ſaith the Lord Gop, Be- 
« hold, I will take the children of Iſrael from 


among the nations whither they be gone, and 


ce will gather them on every ſide, and bring them 
ce jnto their own land, And I will make them 


one nation in the land upon the mountains of 


« Iſrael, and one king ſhall be king to them all: 


« and they ſhall be no more two nations, neither 


« ſhall they be divided into two kingdoms any 
© more at all: neither ſhall they defile themſelves 
« any more with their idols, nor with their de- 


* teſtable things, NoR WITH ANY OF THEIR 
% TRANSGRESSIONS; but J will ſave them out 


4 of all their dwelling-places, where they have 


„ ſinned, and will cleanſe them: ſo ſhall they be 
my people, and I will be their God. And 
« David my ſervant (ſhall be) king aver them: 


« and they all ſhall have one ſhepherd: they 
* ſhall alſo walk in my judgments, and obſerve 
my ſtatutes, and do them,” &c. ( Moreover, ! 
e will make a covenant of peace with them; it ſhall 


* be an EVERLASTING COVENANT With chem: and 


J will place them, and multiply them, and will 


« fet my ſanctuary in the midſt of them for ever⸗ 


* more.“ 
| Theſe 
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Theſe prophecies, beſides a number of others, 


| clearly prove, that in this preſent captivity, we | 

| are to be cleanſed from arr our iniquities, &c. 
And what is of {till greater conſequence, we are 
| aſſured, that we ſhall never return to them any 
| more, becauſe the heart of ſtone will be taken 
from us, and a new heart and a new ſpririt given 
| unto us, that we may continue to walk in God's 
ſtatutes and judgments FOR EVERY 4 


Before I conclude this letter, I muſt take no- 


tice of what you ſay, page 46. By Mr. Levi's 
| « own confeſſion," there was a Meſſiah cut off 
| t about that time, and who could this be but 
| < Jeſus?” But, dear Sir, you muſt ſurely have 
| paid no attention either to Scripture, or profane 
hiſtory, when you wrote this. For from the fif- 
teenth of Tiberias Cæſar, to the deſtruction of 


| the temple by Titus, was upwards of forty years. 
Now, if the anointed was to be cut off after the 
| ſixty-nine weeks, and in the one half of the ſeven- 
| tieth week, the ſacrifice, and the oblation was to 


be made to ceaſe, and in the other, the deſolation 
vas to take place, as is manifeſt from the words of 
the prophecy, it is clear, according to hiſtory, that 
| Jeſus could not be the perſon; becauſe, as I have 
j obſerved, that from the time of his ſuffering, to 
the deſtruction of the temple, which was to be 
: accompliſhed in the ſeventieth week, was forty 
Fears. | | 

: I am, Sir, 


I 88 875 Your's, &c. 


D. LEVI. 
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REV. six, 


Received your volume, intitled, «The One 
« Great Argument for the Truth of Chriſti- 


| cc anity, ” &c. from Mr. Johnſon, my publiſher ; 3 


| for which, I thus publickly return you my moſt 


| the greater obligation to do, becauſe, as I under- 
| ſtand, your ſole motive was the hope that it 
| would lead me to embrace what you think to be 
che truth. This being the caſe, you may be aſ- 
| ſured, I read it with the greateſt attention. But, 


bern, which you call « One Great Argument for 
the Truth of Chriſtianity,” and which as you ob- 
| page 9, When it rightly explained, 
s ſuch is its clearneſs,—ſuch i its force, - and ſuch 
its perſpicuity and preciſion, that the whole 
* |« diſpute between Jews and Chriſtians, might be 


* © brought to an iſſue, upon this very point, — nay, 
even the whole argument for Chriſtianity, 
0 might be reſted upon the wonderful completion 
of this prediction, as delivered by the prophet 


„ Ifaiah, and referred to by the Evangeliſt St. 


ment 


| ſincere thanks. And this, I think myſelf under 


| judge of my ſurpriſe, when I found, that, a pro- 


7 „Matthew, did not contain one ſolid reaſon, to 
bore its right to the title of «© One Great Argu- 


N — 
c — 9 


rive any ſtrength from it, t 
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ment for the Truth of C hriſtianity, ' And therefore, 
I do not wonder, that all former commentators (as 
you obſerve, page 6,) have not been able to de. 
the evidences of 
Chriſtianity. For in truth, it hath not the leaſt 


reference to an event that, as it is pretended, was 


to take place almoſt ſix hundred years after. And 


: this, every perſon converſant in the Hebrew, 1s 


fully ſenſible of; and therefore, unleſs they had 


underſtood it in a different ſenſe from what you do, 
| they were ſenſible, they muſt have done great vio- 


fence to the rext. This, Sir, 1 apprehend, eaſily 
or r your ſuppoſing t that they t totally miſ- 
underſtood 3 it; becauſe they attempted to explain 


it in a manner, as nearly as poſſible (conſiſtent with 
their hy potheſis,) in agreement with the original 


Hebrew; rightly judging, that in a ſubject of ſuch 
importance, no dependance ought to be placed on 


tranſlations, however correct, while recourſe may 


be bad to the original. This, naturally leads me 


to take notice of what you obſerve, (Introduction, 
page 23,), © That all the alterations made in the 
« tranſlation. are. taken from the SEPTUAGINT, NOT 
« from the HEBREW. And the reaſon of which, 


you honeſtly confeſs to be, your * ignorance of the 


< latter language.” Now, though I highly ad- 


mire, nay, I may ſay, almoſt revere you, for this 
candid confeſſion, and which certainly indicates, 
great and noble mind, in love with truth, yet, 


muſt tell you plainly, that to criticiſe on Scripture, 


tequires not only a great knowledge 1 in the He- 
N brew, 
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; brew, but alſo a thorough acquaintance with the 
idiom and phraſeology of the Sacred Language, in 
which the prophecies were. delivered*, as will be 
perceived in my explanation of the prophecy. muſt 
alſo tell you, Sir, that it is not my intention in theſe 
Letters to follow you page by page, through both 
your Lectures: and that, for the following reaſons, 
Firſt, becauſe, it would ſwell theſe Letters alone 
to the bulk of a volume. Second, becauſe it 
appears to me, that your hypotheſis is founded 
upon miſtaken principles, conſequently, I have 
nothing to do hut to expoſe the futility of them, 
by ſhewing the true meaning of the words of the 
prophet : for if the foundation is once proved to 
be rotten, the ſuperſtructure mult fall of courſe, 
Third, becauſe, this prophecy will naturally fall 
under review in my Diſſertation on the Pro- 
phecies, I therefore, ſhall only take notice of 
the prophecy, beginning at the tenth verſe, and 
ending at the ſixteenth, If you ſhould think 
proper to make any objections to my explanation 
of the words of the prophet, and they ſhould ap- 
pear before my Diſſertation on the Prophecies goes 
do preſs, I purpoſe paying due attention to them, 


5 in the ſaid Diſſertation. I am, 
: | With the greateſt reſpec, 
$ . Rev. Sir, . 
bY | Tour very humble Servant. 
D. LEVI, 


y Spe Lingus Sacra, Radix. Mm. 
P LETTER 


* £0 us I 
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be Explanation of the 11h Chapter. of Jaiah, 51 
verſe 10, to 16, incluſive. 


, NEV. SIR. 


GREEABLE to what I intimated in the pre- 
ceding Letter, of not following you page by 
5 page, I now purpoſe taking a review of the pro- 
= Phecy. But, before I enter thereon, it will be 
proper to explain ſome words uſed by the pro- 
Phet, as that will be the means of ſaving much 
trouble and confuſion in ſettling the ſubje& in 
debate. P 
Firſt, ro), this is r from | 8 FD, 
to add; exceed, &c. And therefore, properly 
denotes and he added: that is, he added this to 
the preceding: i. e. he continued the diſcourſe. 
This, is the true ſenſe of the word; eſpecially, 
if we conſider that the) van conjunctive, always 
uſed in Hebrew“ to join periods and ſentences 
together, is prefixed to it. Second, MN, This, 
in its primary ſenſe denotes a fign, or mark f. As, 
WT NN 0, It is a ſign. Exod. xxi. 13, N D 
nn This is the token of the covenant. Gen. 
K-12. DDD n And it ſhall be for 4 token 
of the covenant. Ibid xvii. 11. MR? DAWP? 
TY. And thou ſhalt bind chem for a fon upon 


= See Lido Sacra, Part. I. chap. ix. . fe, 3. page 137. 
+ Ibid, Part, II. Radix. TMN. 


thine 
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chine hand, Deut. vi. 8. Tn YT Y Every 
man by his ſtandard, with the enſignt. Numb. ii. 
2. Beſides a number of other paſſages in Scrip- 
ture, by far too numerous to be adduced here. 
Hence it is manifeſt, the word 8% was not uſed 
by the prophet to denote a great and ſtupendous 
miracle, but only a ſign of their deliverance from 
their then trouble. And in the ſame ſenſe, does 
the prophet uſe the term in chap. viii. 18. '« Be- 
© hold, I and the children whom the Lord hath 
1 given me, are for ſigns and for wonders in 


« Iſrael.” Now, it is clear, I preſume, that the 


birth of the prophet's children was not in a mi- 
raculous manner, but in the natural way, the 
fame as other children: as it was by their names 

only, they were accounted as ſigns to the children 


of Iſrael: for as Syear-JaSHus ſignified a rem- 
nant ſhall return, - or be ſaved, the prophet's ſon 
was ſo called, in order to be a ſign to them of 


that event. The ſame of Maher-ſhalal-haſh-baz. 
And thus alſo was the child that was to be called 


Immanuel, to be a fign that God was with them, 


i. e. was their aſſiſtance; and therefore their ene- 
mies would not be able to prevail againſt them. 
Third, bn and IWe9T, both derived from the 


Radix me, to weary; fatigue, &c. But they do 
by no means denote to contend. Fourth, may 


denotes a young woman; being derived from oy, 


A \ youth, ftripling®, &c. As, D2Y7 MM P12 Whoſe 


. See Lingua Sacra, Radix by. 
er P 2 ſon 


4 

FL 
4 
I 
'$ 
1 
* 


nne. 
ſon is this ſtripling ? 1 Sam. xvii, 56, WRT ON) 
9222 But if 1 ſay thus unto the young man. Ibid, 
XX. 22, Now, as DV is the Maſc, and denotes 
4 young man; ſo oy being the Fem. denotes 3 
young Woman : whether ſhe hath been acquainted 
with man or not, I muſt however, obſerye, that 
| 1t is never uſed in the Hebrew, to denote ſimply 
@ virgin: but only in the ſame ſenſe as M2 ®, 
a damſel. That this is the real meaning of the 
word h is clear from Scripture, for whenever 
it would particularly point out to us à virgin, in 
the ſtrict ſenſe of the word, it makes uſe of the 
term pat A VIRGIN: as will be clearly per- 


ceived from what follows. Ay y Nd 
And it ſhail come to paſs, that tbe young woman 
which cometh out to draw (water), Gen. xxiv. 43, 


terms; and as a proof of this, he uſes the term 


minds with an idea of her purity, it does not uſe 


ſufficiently expreſſjve, as may be perceived in the 
following example, 7972 T8 MW Nb N 
And the damſel (was) very fair to look upon, (and 
ſhe was) @ virgin. Ibid 16. And this, J am free to 
aſſert, is the uniform language of Scripture. See 


eee 
Solomon, 


Here, the ſeryant expreſſed himſelf in general 


MM in verſe 14, as ſynonimgus, But, when 
Scripture ſpeaks of her, and would impreſs our 


the term TW2 only, becauſe that would not. be 5 


Deut. xxii. 23—28, &c. 1 King i. 7. Eſth. it. 3, 
c. I ſhall now take notice of that expreſſion of 


caps wa OA Www 6 ⁰ . Oo as 
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golomon, about which ſo much hath been ſaid, in 
order to eſtabliſh the ſenſe of the word dg to 
denote a virgin ; but which plainly ſhews that thoſe 
who eſpouſe this opinion were far from rightly under- 
ſtanding Solomon “. The paſlage, MA WITTY 
And the way of a man with a young woman, Prov. 
xxx. 19. It is clear from the context, that Solomon 
did not mean a virgin, but a young woman, of whom 
man had already had carnal knowledge ; becauſe 
he obſerves in the preceding verſe, «© There be 
* three (things which) are too wonderful for me, 
« yea, four I know not: the way of an eagle in 
& the air; the way of a ſerpent upon the rock; 
the way of a ſhip in the midſt of the ſea; and 
the way of a man with a young woman. Such,” 
ſaith he, © (is) the way of an adulterous woman; 
© ſhe eateth and wipeth her mouth, and ſaith, 1 
e haye done no wickedneſs.” _ ED 
This is an exact deſcription of a woman that 
hath already known man ; for in ſuch a caſe, it is 
impoſſible to come at the truth of her being de- 
| filed, or not, unleſs by occular demonſtration, as 
no mark or track is left whereby to trace it, any 
| More than that of the others which he had men- 
tioned; but which, it is manifeſt, is not the caſe 
with @ virgin. From all which it is clear, that 
| WP, in the Hebrew is uſed to denote only young 
in years, whether it be a married woman, or a maid; | 
| but is never uſed to denote @ virgin, in the ſtrict 


Mr. Granville Sharp, &c. See his Remarks on the Seventh 
Chapter of Iſaiah, page 12. 
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ſenſe of the word. On the contrary, Ma is the 


word always uſed to denote ſtrictly a VIRGIN - 


I muſt farther obſerve, that if MY ſtrictly "IG 


 @ virgin, we ſhould not ſay of the male d, any more 


than we do un from NM : whereas we ſay W) 
a youth, and d a damſel; d a ſtripling, or 


young man, and MY a young woman: and the 


reaſon of which is obvious; becauſe they only de- 
note youth, in which ſituation both ſexes may be: 

but as TIM ſimply denotes @ virgin, i. e. a woman 
unacquainted with man ; ; a can by no means be 


0 applied to the male ſex. 
Fifth, In is derived from the root wp, 1 which 
denotes to loath, abhor, &c. (See Lingua Sacra, Ra- 


dix Ip, 3d.) but is never uſed to denote 70 r+- 
verence, as you aſſert, page 222. © This was a land, 


therefore, which they were fo far from ABHOR- 
c RING, that they REVERED or REVERENCED it; 
c and fo indeed the word MIGHT and ovcnr to 


« have been tranſlated.” You ſay farther, © It is 
« ſo tranſlated in ſome places of Scripture, Levit. 
% xix, 30.—xxvi. 2.— Pſalm. IXxxix. 7.—CX1. 9.” 

But, dear Sir, is it poſſible you can ſay this delibe- 
rately ! for my part, I could ſcarcely believe my 
eyes when I read it, as I judged it almoſt impoſ- 


| ſible, that a divine of the church of England, in 


the act of explaining to his audience, in the moſt 
ſolenm manner, one of the moſt important pro- 
phecies in Scripture, (according to his own words) 


* And hence Tn i is uſed figuratively in Setiptere to 
ſhould 


| denote kingdoms not brought into ſubjection. 
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ſiould fo far forget himſelf, as to aſſert that the 
wordt vp, which denotes to abbor, loath, &c. accord- 
ing to the real ſenſe of Hebrew. Our to be 
« tranſlated To REVERE' Or REVERENCE ; and that it 
« js thus tranſlated in ſeveral parts of Scripture.” 
| And in proof thereof, attempt to produce paſſages 
ſo tranſlated ; but which in reality have no more re- 
nation to the word Vg, than ab bor has to reverence. 
This, is ſuch a violent outrage, againſt all ſenſe and 
meaning of language, as tends to throw every thing 
into the greateſt confuſion ; and if aſſerted delibe- 
| rately, in order to miſlead, is deſerving of the ſe- 
| vereſt cenſure; but if owing to ignorance, (as I 
hope is your caſe) is yet, nevertheleſs, very repre- 
| henſible; becauſe, no man ought to preſume to 
comment on Scripture, eſpecially to correct or alter 
| tranſlations, that is not perfectly well acquainted 
| with the original. And therefore I leave you to 
| judge, how oreat mult be the ſurpriſe and aſtoniſh- 
| ment of both your hearers, and readers, when they 
| fee it proved to a demonſtration, that the examples 
9. | which you have quoted in ſupport of your tranſla- 
tion, have not the leaſt foundation in truth; but 
on the contrary, are ſo directly oppoſite to that ſo 


m 

2 | tranſlated by you in the paſſage before us, as 2 
1, in is to darkneſs, or black to white. 

moſt WW The firſt example is from Levit. xix. 30. and 
pro- | which, for both your and the reader's better under- 
»rds) ſtanding, I ſhall give in Hebrew and Engliſh. 


y WRITER NNACENR Ye ſhall keep my 
fabbaths and YE SHALL REVERENCE my ſanctuary. 
Here 
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Here I grant that Nh is properly tranſlated to 
'REVERENCE, being derived from the radix "NV, T9 
fear, &c. But ſurely, no one in the leaſt acquaint 
ed with the Hebrew language, will be ſo hardy as 
to afſert, that I and N are ſynonimous: for 
that would be equal to aſſerting that ABHOR and 
REVERENCE in the Engliſh language are alſo ſyno- 
nimous; but which, I am confident, no man in 
his ſenſes ever did, or ever will attempt. The 
fame objection lies againſt your ſecond example, 
as it contains the exact words of the firſt ; for which 
. reaſon I ſhall forbear quoting it. Your third ex- 
ample is Pſalm. Ixxxix. 7. In which the word 
tranſlated I REVERENCE, is NY niphangl, Parti- 
cip. likewiſe derived from & Your fourth ex- 
ample from Pſalm cxi. 9. is alſo an, derived 
from the ſame as the preceding. 
Hence the fallacy of your explanation is, I pre- 
ſume, clearly proved; and which plainly ſhews what 
ſmall dependance is to be placed, and how little 
reliance can be had on you ſcheme; and which | 
may ſay, is founded upon error, and ſupported by 
aſſertions, that, when looked into, are found to make 
directly againſt it. I forbear making any remark 
on ſuch a method of proceeding, becauſe 1 would 
not wilfully wound your feelings: though at the 
ſame time, I cannot help ſaying a few words in vin- 
dication of the character of former commentators, 
whom you have ſo frequently reprehended; and 
for doing of what? Why, for NoT CORRECTING 
that, which did not . ſtand in need of any coi- 
RECTION 
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aferrow. This will appear clear from your own 
words ; for you obſerve, page 214, © I muſt take 
« gotice of an error in the tranſlation of the lat- 
ce ter clauſe in the ſixteenth verſe, which, it is 
te truly aſtoniſhing, none of the other commen- 
te tators ſhould have obſerved and corrected, as 
« jt is equally incongruous with their interpreta- 
ce tion as mine,” The candid reader will now 
be able to judge, which is the moſt truly aſtoniſh- 
ing, whether the former commentators not cor- 
recting that which did not ſtand in need of any, 
or your correcting of an error, where none ever 
exiſted ; but in doing of which, you have given 
| fuch a ſenſe to the words, as is diametrically op- 
{ poſite, and totally repugnant to its true, real, and 
erh ſenſe. 
Sixth, d, is derived from the root MP, 1 
denotes becauſe, &c, (See Lingua Sacra, radix 
| T2). Having now explained theſe terms, I ſhall 
hat 
without any farther preamble, enter on che explana- 

tion of the prophecy. 

“ And the Lonxp continued ſpeaking (or . 
* added to ſpeak) to AnAz (by the mouth of 
* the prophet) ſaying, Afk thee a ſign of the 
* Loup thy God.“ That is, go not to enquire of 
Baal Ekron, or the other ſtrange gods, neither 
ſend to the king of Aſſyria for help; but aſk it 
of the Lox D THy God : he that hath created the 
world, and who, conſequently hath power over all; 
and who alſo, by his particular providence in his 
| fuperintendance of Ifrael, is peculiarly their, and 
TION ws 
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THy Gop. Of him, ſays the prophet, aſk a ſign : 
of thine own accord require a ſign of him, in 
confirmation of the truth of my words. „ Aſk in 
4 the depth, or in the height above. But Ahaz 
ec ſaid, I will not aſk, neither will I tempt the 
Lord.“ This anſwer of Ahaz, is nothing more 
than deep-laid hypocriſy and diſſimulation, as 
we ſhall ſee preſently : for though it might at firſt 
view appear, as an adt of piety, by pretending not 
to be willing to tempt God, agreeable to what is 
ſaid in Deut, vi. 16. © Ye ſhall not tempt the 
% LoRD your God.” Yet, on a cloſe attention 
to the words of the prophet in the ſubſequent 
verſe, it will be found to be a mere deception ; 
and that Ahaz did actually not believe in the par- 
ticular providence af God. This is what Ahaz 
meant by ſaying, I will not aſk, neither will [ 
. tempt the Lord; becauſe (ſays he) it is but labour 

in vain, as I do not believe that he gives himſelf. 
any trouble about thoſe affairs. This is the real 
meaning of Ahaz's impious anſwer, although ex- 
preſſed under the veil of piety, But the truth of 
it being made known to the prophet, he very 
aptly anſwers him as in the next verſe. And he 
« ſaid, Hear ye now“, O houſe of David, .is it a 
. 15 ſmall 


T2 It muſt obſerved + thar the expreſſion « Hear ye now, 
4 O houſe of David,“ was not to arouſe their attention to the 
importance of the ſtupenduous miracle the prophet was about 
to foretell, as you obſerve, page 119. For in truth, no ſtu- 

penduous miracle was intended, but fimply a fign, and which 

| | % 
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* ſmall thing for you to weary men, but will ye 
« weary my God alſo ?” Ahaz, ſays the prophet, 
I know full well what you mean; and though to 
outward appearance it may look as piety, yet to 
God, who knoweth all ſecrets, the truth of it is 
well known; and therefore, although it may ap- 
pear as a {mall thing to weary men, by being able 
to impoſe on them in this manner, yet I muſt tell 
you, it is no ſuch eaſy matter, thus to impoſe on 
my God, by ſaying one thing and meaning ano- 
ther. © Therefore the Lord himſelf ſhall give 
« youalign. Behold THE YouNG WOMAN HATH 
c CONCEIVED, and beareth a ſon; and ſhall call his 
« name Immanuel.” THE younc woMaN here 
mentioned; ſeems to be a perſon well known to 
Ahaz, becauſe the prophet makes uſe of the d de- 
monſtrative, as ſignifying the definitive article be; 
i. e. THE young woman there before me, and which 
might have been a daughter of Ahaz, or ano-— 
ther of the royal family, lately married: whereas 


8 had he ſpoken of a perſon intirely unknown to 

| | Ahaz, he; would have ſaid WY x young woman; | 

| ts clear from the prophet's not uſing the terms DJ » YH or | 

. XD, generally uſed in Scripture, to denote ſtupendaous mi- h 

5 racles. But it was only an expreſſion made uſe of by the pro- N 
phet, in imitation of our maſter Moſes ; for as he, in ſpeaking | 

' o Korah of his rebellion, maſes uſe of the expreſſion, © Hear 

E | * now, I pray you, ye ſons of Levi, Numh. xvi. 8. So 

t Alſo Ifaiah ſaid, Hear ye now, O houſe of David.“ For 


it was the conſtant practice of this prophet to attempt to 


b imitate Moſes, as may be obſerved, by com paring Deut. , 
XII. 1, with Iſaiah, i. 1, & | 5 


An eſpecially 
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eſpecially if we conſider the correctneſs of the 
ſtyle of this prophes. And, as a farther proof of 
what I haye advanced, the prophet makes ule of 


conceived already ; and which he certainly would 
not have done, had he meant a perſon that was to 


have ſaid U Shall conceive ; but he made uſe of 
the ſame language, as the angel did to Hagar, 


© knowing to refuſe the evil, and chooſe the good. 
For before the child ſhall know to refuſe the 


4 forſaken, which thou abhorreſt BzCVASE of both 
its kings.” 

The circumſtance of the child 8 * butter 
and honey, was to denote a ſtate of plenty, (as 


Lowth, in Locum,) and which was to ariſe from 
their deliverance, (by which peace and plenty 


chooſe good; and which was actually accom- 


any rate rely upon, and eafily convict the prophet 
of uttering a falſehood, (as, no doubt they would 
have done on failure thereof; ) becauſe it was to 
be accompliſhed in ſp ſhort a time. But it would 


I „ Ed 2 
3 3 yu 


the preſent tenſe / is wiTH CHILD; i. e. hath. 
conceive ſix hundred years aft er; for then 5 = 5 


when he told her ſne was with child. See Gen. 
XVi. 11. Butter and honey ſhall he eat, at his 


« evil, and chooſe the good, the land ſhall be 


Jarchi, and Abarbanal juſtly obſerve. See alſo 


would be reſtored) that was to take place be- 
fore the child ſhould know to refufe evil, and 


pliſhed, when the king of Syria flew Rezin, and 
Hoſea the ſon of Elah flew Pekah. See allo chap. : 
Vili. 4. Now, this was a ſign, that they could at 


« «a 
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by no means have made the leaſt impreſſion upon 
impious Ahaz, to have told him of an event that 
was to take place ſix or ſeven hundred years aſter; 
as he would naturally have told the prophet, that 
he was much in the right, in fixing on fuch a dif- 
tant period, that neither of them would ever ſee. 
I muſt alſo obſerve, that by my properly render- 
ing the laſt clauſe of the ſixteenth verſe, we are not 
only informed what land it was that was to be for- 
ſaken, and which they abhorred ; but alſo what 
is of ftill greater conſequence, the reaſon why 
they abhorred it; viz. BEC Aus: of its two kings; — | 
i. e. becauſe of the injuries which they had re- 
ceived from its two kings: ſo that the two kings 
of which the land was to be forſaken, are alſo diſ- 
tinctly ſpecified; and which clearly points out to 


us, the full completion of the prophecy in che 
time of Ahas. 


ö As to what you obſerve concerning the deep 

} departing from Judah, appears to me to be fo- 

' WM rcignto the ſubject in debate: for as I have clearly, 
- and I hope ſatisfactorily, proved to every impar- 

* tial mind, who the two kings were that the land 

- was to be forſaken of, the concluſion drawn from 

d that prophecy falls to the ground. But, do not 
p· think, Sir, that I ſay this in order to evade the 
at | force of it by an examination, becauſe: I have 
cf already explained it in Lingua Sacra, Radix W; 
d 6 


where I have ſhewn, that it can by no means bear 
to de explanation Sen of it by Chriſtians in ge- 
| neral, 
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neral, much leſs that given by you. And that 1 


may not ſwell theſe letters to too great a bulk, is 


another reaſon for my declining to take notice of 
it at preſent; but in my Diſſertation on the Pro- 
phecies, it will be conſidered at large. 

Tour 87 &c. 
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LETTER To Mx, BICHENo, 
REV, SIR, 
Received your friendly Addreſs to the Jews, and 
- alſo the letter contajning Remarks on my An- 
* 50 Dr. Prieſtley's F irſt Letters to the Jeus, 
from your friend ; for which T return you my molt 
fincere thanks : and I am happy to find in it, that 
true ſpirit of candour and liberality, ſo neceſſary 
do an inquiry of this nature; butwhich I am ſorry 
to ſay, I haye not FI from ſome of my 
opponents“, 

What you. obſerve, page 71 ce Free and unbi- 
ec Afled inquiry js the glory of human nature, 
To be a heathen, a Jew, or a Chriſtian, becaulc 
te our fathers were ſo, is unbecaming any reaſon- 
* able creature, arrived at years of underſtanding. 
« That man is of no religion, whoſe profeſſion is 
“ not from conviction; and there can be no con- 
« yiction but from inquiry. He who grounds his 

«. faith on the authority of others, and then ſtudies 
« only for confirmation, feeks not truth by the 
* light of truth, and is therefore ever liable to 
, embrace falſchood; and Thould he be ſo very 
t fortunate, as to embrace truth, in him it is no 


. Anti-Sotinbs, alias Anſelm Bayly, and J. H. Swain. 
cc virtue. 


ure, 
wile 
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virtue. Perfectly coincides with my principles, 
as you may perhaps have obſerved in my Anſwer 


to Dr, Prieſtley's Firſt Letters, page 91—95. And, 
I cannot forbear obſerving, that whoever attempts 


to Rifle a free, and candid inquiry of this nature, 


is an enemy to truth, and true religion. 
This inquiry, I purpoſe conducting on a moſt 


extenfive ſcale, and ih a manner, (as appears to 


me, and. thoſe Chriſtians to whom I have com- 


municated my plan) the moſt juſt, fair, and equi- 
table, as well as the leaſt objectionable. I mean a 
Diſſertation on the Prophecies, It is to conſiſt of 


two parts: Part I, to contain all ſuch prophecies 
as both Jews and Chriſtians apply to the Meſſiah : 
—and Part II, all ſuch, as Chriſtians only apply to 
him. By this means, not a ſingle prophecy will 
be omitted, but all will be brought under review, 
The 1MPARTIAL PUBLIC Will then be able to judge, 
on which fide truth lies; and to that tribunal we 
ought both of us chearfully to ſubmit, as it 
ſeldom errs in its judgment, for you know, Sir, 


Vor populi, vox Det. 


T his, Sir, is one reaſon for my not entering i in- 
to an examination of the parallel paſſages, or pro- 


phecies, produced by you, Mr. Swan, or 7 "BY 
Hocinus, alias Anſelm Bayly, in ſupport of Chriſt's 


divinity ; becauſe they will naturally fall ive 
ny review in that Diſſertation. 

As to your Remarks on my Anſwer to Dr. 
Prieftley's Firſt Letters, you will find many of 
_ dad in the preceding part of this pam- 


OY | 3 


tice of, becauſe you mention it more than once, 


each other, and their perſecutions of your na- 


TC 10 
phlet, in my Anſwer to his Second Letters; 1 
ſhall therefore forbear taking any farther notice of 
them at preſent, as it would only lead to a repeti- 
tion of what I have there obſerved. 
Tuovour prophecy, from Ifaiah, vii. 14. mentioned 
page 25, you will find fully, and-I hope fatisfac- 
torily anſwered in my Letters to Dr. Cooper, which 
immediately precede your's. Of conſequence, there 
is ſcarcely any thing elſe in your pamphlet that 1 
recollect worthy of notice at preſent. = 
One thing, however, I cannot avoid taking no- 


(page 37, 40, &c.) viz. the peace that was to take 
place at the coming of the Meſſiah ; but which 
ſeems to be flatly cantradicted by what you aſſert 
page 7: for you there ſay, It muſt be owned, to 
« the reproach of profeſſing Chriſtians, that through 
e the impiety of their lives, their corruptions of 
ce the Chriſtian doctrine, their intolerance towards 


e tion,” &c. &c. Here you have at once given 
us a moſt horrid picture of the peaceable king- 
dom of the Meſſiah, if Chriſtianity be it; for as 
to what you obſerve preſently after, in order (as 
1 apprehend) to meliorate its features, does not 

mend it in the leaſt, as will appear from your own 
words, as follow. © Yet, ſeeing theſe are no teſt 
« of the truth or falſehood of our Scriptures, any 
* more than the idolatry and other bad practices 
« of your forefathers, were of the truth or falſe- 
c hood of the laws of Moſes,” But this argu- 
ment 
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ment is a mere fallacy, founded on erroneous prin- 
eiples. For though I freely grant, that perſecu- 
tion, intolerance, &c. are no teſt of the truth or 
falſehood of your Scriptures, any more than 
idolatry, &c. was the teſt of ours; yet, do I inſiſt 
upon it, that perſecution, bloodſhed, &c. is a teſt of 
the truth or falſehood of the Meſſiah, whoſe charac- 
_ teriſtic was to be peace; as may be proved from a 

number of prophecies (which I can produce, if ne- 
ceſſary,) as well as thoſe quoted by you, page 37,40, 
&c, Mr. Swain alſo, in page 40, calls the Meſſiah, 
the prince of peace, Hence it is manifeſt, that as one 


of the principal marks of the Meſſiah, is the univerſal 


peace that is to prevail at his coming, it is evident, 
that its oppoſite, viz. war, bloodſhed, &c. muſt 
be allowed to be a proper teſt of the truth or 
falſehood of the perſon of the Meſſiah. For if a 
kingdom, which we are informed by the prophecies, 
is to conſiſt of uNIVERSAL PEACE, is found to con- 
tain little elſe but intolerance, perſecutions, bloodſhed, 
maſſacres, &c. it is a ſure and infallible ſign, that 
it cannot be the kingdom ſo foretold. Of this, 
you ſeem to be ſo ſenſible, that you endeavour to 
evade the force of it, by aſking (page 72) „Have 
the prophets any where ſaid that the doctrine 
* of the Meſſiah's kingdom, would inſtantancouſſy 
* produce its great effects, in enlightening the 
“ Gentiles, in taming the ferocity, and in ſubdu- 
« ing the wickedneſs of men: ſo that they ſhall 
no longer hurt or deſtroy ?” Tou anſwer, 
* No.” But I ſay, Yes, undoubtedly ; and which 
E R 2 e 
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may be clearly proved from the very prophecy 
you there quote, viz. Iſaiah, xi. 10, 11. In both 


weh verſy ir Gr, * In dat day," Non if 
there is any meaning in language, in that day Cer- 
tainly means at that time; i. e. the time of the 
Meſſiah. Nay, I may lay, even before the com- 


ing of the Meſſiah, as will be ſhewn in the ſequel ; 


| fo that it will take place infantgneouſly, becauſe, 


that is the principal office of Elijah, the forerunner 
of the Meſſiah. But you are obliged to acknow- 


ledge, Ibid. that « The doctrine of Jeſus hath 
not yet produced all the effects which the pro- 
„ phets predicted. What | in almoſt HIER 


HUNDRED YEARS hath the doctrine of Jeſus not 


produced all the effects, which the prophets have 
predicted to be fulfilled in the perſon of the Meſ- 


fiah ! Why then, I think, it is a preſumptive proof, 


that he cannot be the Meſſiah ſo predicted by the 
prophets. This will þe more fully evinced from 


the words of Jeſus himſelf. Matth. x. 34. © Think 
got that I am come to ſend peace an earth; I 
ce came not to ſend. peace, but a ſword. For 1 
ce am come to {et a man at variance againſt his 


e father, and the daughter againſt her mother, 


te and the daughter-in-law againſt her mother-in- 
« law ; and a_man's foes ſhall be they of his own 


FF houſehold,” In Luke, XII. 51. he ſays, ce Sup- 
« paſt ye that I am come to give peace on earth? 
tell you, nay, but rather divifien. For from 


« henceforth there ſhall be five in one houſe di- 


* vided, three againſt two, and tuo againſt three, 
„„ 
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« The father ſhall be divided ageinſt cha ſon: and 
the ſon. againſt the father; the mother againſt 
60 the daughter, and the daughter againſt the mo: 
« ther 3 the mother -in-la againſt, her daughter: 
« in-law, and the daughter in- aw againſt her mo- 
4 ther -in-law.“ Now, what can theſe words of 
Jeſus mean but his. You, ſays he, ſpeaking; te 
his diſciples, &c. ſuppoſe; according to the pro- 
phets, that the Meſſiah's kingdom is to be a 


peaceable one, (as they actually did, as is clear 
from ſeveral parts of the New Teſtament) as con- 


fiſting. of univerſal peace; of courſe, you ſuppoſe 


that I am come to give this peace. But this J tell 


you, you muſt not expect of me, for I am ſo far 


from: giving peace, that on the contrary, I am come 
to giye 4 ſword, di viſion, & . Can this, now, Sir, 

be the Meſſiah foretold by the prophets ? for he . 

has given a deſcription of himſelf, that is as dia- 


metrically oppoſite to the character of the Meſſiah, 
as allowed on all hands to be foretold by the pro- 
phets, as light is to darkneſs. Conſider, I be- 
ſeech you, Sir, your own words, page 86, A 
* meſſenger whom all the Jewiſh nation took for 
* a prophet announced his approach.” This, I 
ſuppoſe, you found on Matth. A 14. © This is 
“Elias which was for to come.” Now, this ex- 
preſſion of Matthew i is founded on the. prophecy of 


Malach. iv. 5, 6. © Behold, I will ſend you Eli- 


“ Jah the prophet, &c. And he ſhall turn the 
* heart of the fathers to the children, and the 
* heart of the children to their fathers, leſt I come 
cc and 
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4 ſmite the earth with a curfe.” And, agreeable 
to this prophecy, the Evangeliſt endeavours to 


impreſs on our mind the idea of John's being the 
Elias fo foretold, and who was to effect this uni- 
verſal peace and unanimity among mankind : for 


Luke, chap. i. 17. ſays, © And he ſhall go before 


ec him in the ſpirit and power of Elias, to turn 
ce the hearts of the fathers to the children,” &c. 


But, whoever ſeriouſly conſiders the words of Je- 
fus above cited, muſt be fully convinced, that 
John could not be the Elias foretold by the pro- 
phet, nor Jeſus the Meſſiah ; becauſe the cha- 


racter of Jeſus, as given by himſelf, ſo flatly con- 


tradifted the words of the prophet. That the 


| Almighty God, the God of our fathers, Abraham, 


Iſaac, and Jacob, may be pleaſed to lead you into 
the Nen of truth, is the ſincere wiſh of, 


Sir, 


Your true friend, and 
Humble ſervant, 


D. LE I. 
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LETTER re Da. KRAU TER 


Rev. Sin, 
by 1 Have read your examination of my objections in 
my Letters to Dr. Prieſtley, concerning which 
1 fhall at preſent fay a few words: As to your 
examination of the iſt, 2d, 3d, and 6th of my 
objections, I muſt inform you, that you will find 
them anſwered in my preſent Letters to Dr, 
Prieſtley, in the preceding part of this pamphlet: 
F ſhall therefore, in this letter, only take notice of 
your 4th objection, viz. the ſending of the devils 
into the herd of ſeine, by which they ran into the 
| fea and were deſtroyed. 5 
Before I proceed to conſider your examination 
of this objection, I muſt firſt remark, that I have 
already obſerved, (page 43) that the exerciſing or 
caſting out devils, was no proof of a divine miſſion; 
becauſe, as I have there ſhewn, the heathens, &c. 
alſo laid claim to the working of ſuch miracles ; 
and in ſuch a manner, that Chriſtians themſelves 
were not able to deny, or detect it. This being 
premiſed, it will be proper to inquire, whether 
(as you obſerve, page 40,) Jeſus did * actually 
& ſend the devils into the herd of ſwine, and fo 
© cauſe them to run into the ſea and periſh !” 
I do not mean that part of the argument you 


make uſe of, viz. the diſtinction between permit: 
ting, 
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ting and ſending; becauſe, that is a mere fallacy; 


for if they could not enter into the herd of ſwine 


without his permiſſion, as is manifeſt froini their be- 
Jeeching him 75,/fer them to enter; and as it muſt 


be allowed, that he knew the conſequence of ſuch 


permiſſion, would be the deſtruction of the ſwine; 


it is indifferent, whether he permitted, or ſent 


them, ſince the effect was equally the ſame; and 
which could not have come to paſs without his 
conſent: of courſe; he muſt be reſponſible for the 
loſs of the ſwine; conſequently; this obſervation of 
yours, does not in the leaſt weaken the force of 
my objection. But what I mean is, whether, ac- 
cording to the Goſpel account of this miracle, it 
was actually performed; What makes me doubt 
it, is your own obſervation : for you ſay; page 43z 
« Is it not then ſtrange that others, and that even 
* now-a-days, ſhould officiouſly undertake to vin- 
« dicate their rights, and to ſue for their loſles ; 
te and ſtill more ſtrange; that Jews ſhould ? Cau 


ee this be an effect of tenderneſs and love of 
4 juſtice? For all which can be ſaid for them 
amounts to this; What right had Jeſus to. 
« cauſe the deſtruction of another man's property? 


* What, if I ſhould return the queſtion, and aſk, 
„What right had this people to feed herds of 


* ſwine in a country by the laws of which they 
« were forbidden food, defiling the inhabitants, 


moſt certainly. true, Sir, and therefore, I do not 
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chink it credible that chere were any herd of ſwine 
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in the country. What ſhould Jews do with fwine? 
for they are not only forbidden to eat ſwine's fleſh, 
but are alſo forbid to touch the carcaſe *, that they 
might not defile themſelves. This, I think, is a 
preſumptive proof, that this miracle was not li- 
terally performed. And if it was, it muſt appear to 
every impartial perſon, to be a great piece of in- 
juſtice done to the proprietors of the ſwine; and 
I inſiſt upon it, that Jeſus had no right to deſtroy 
the property of thoſe men, eſpecially, if as I think, 
it is clear, that he might have freed the country 
From them, in a far more eligible manner: for 
could he not have bound them down into the 
bottomleſs pit, and then, not only that country, 
but every other, would have been intirely freed 
from them? Beſides, as the legion was confined 
in one, or two men, where was the neceſſity for 
| their entering all the herds of ſwine ? Would it not 
have been more eligible for Jeſus to have permit- 
ed; or commanded them to have entered into 
one or two of the ſwine, ſo that theſe only would 
then have periſhed, and which neither I, nor any 
one elſe, could have accounted any great injury, 
conſidering 'the great benefit derived therefrom, if 
the country was actually freed from the demons 
thereby ? whereas the method he purſued, (if for 
agument 8 We I allow the miracle f) will be 
| 4] 5 found 
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„ . xi. 8. and Deut. xiv. 8. | 

-'+ T cannot forbear taking notice in this 11582 of what Mr. 

Swain obſerves cn, ů my objection to this miracle x; for 
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found not to be the way to free the country from 
them, as appears from your own account- of the 
miracle: for you ſay, page 46, © If the devils 
« were not to be left at large, but to be confined 
* and debarred from entering into men, what 
© prerogative or privilege had theſe herds of ſwine 
ce before other animals, in this or any other coun- 
* try, (eſpecially, as in all probability they were 
ec the only ones near at hand) that the deyils 
© ſhould not be permitted to enter into them, 
* when to their own coſt, they deſired it? On 
« the contrary, as with them, and perhaps them 
only, the effect was, that they ran into the ſea 
« and periſhed in the waters, their being poſſeſſed 
« could not have any further ill conſequence for 


A 


c other creatures; and they themſelves were ſoon 
tc freed from the torture; inſtead of which, the 


A 


« devils brought upon themſelves a puniſhment, 


he ſays, page 65, « He (the Jew) allows the 1 


but diſputes the authority of Chriſt. In other words, he 
* allows that Chriſt could work miracles, but denies that they 
% were performed by the power of God.“ But, here it is 
plain, that Mr. Swain has totally miſtaken my meaning; for 


I never allowed the miracle, as may be perceived from my 
obſervation on the miracles, (page 77,81,) „That they were 
ſcarcely juſ or rational. I then ſhewed their injuſtice and ir- 
rationality; and as it muſt be allowed, chat every miracle per- 


| formed by the power of God, maſt certainly be both 5 and 


rational, it is clear, that my intention was to ſhew, that as 
thoſe miracles contained manifeſt ſigns of injuſtice and irra- 
tionality, unworthy of God, and inconſiſtent with his attri- 


butes; that conſequently, 1 . not believe, that they ever 
Lens wrought, | ; 


8 2 cc which 


14⁰ LETTER TO. 

e which they were afraid af, and wiſhed to avoid, 
« but whereby the whole continent was once for 
te all relieved from the fear of ſo formidable a hel. 
“ liſh iegion.“ 

But, dear Sir, unleſs you can clearly and ſatiſ- 
factorily prove, that the drowning of the devils 
was a puniſhment that they were afraid of, and that 
it was the only and beſt way to deſtroy them, and 
rid the country of them, ſo that they might no 
more be able to enter into men, you have done 
nothing to weaken the foree of my objection: and 
which 1 apprehend you are unable to do, accord- 


ing to your ſcheme, What! 70 drown a devil the 
beſt way to deſtroy him! You muſt ſurely, Sir, 
have a very confuſed notion of devils, if you think 


they can be deſtroyed by drowning ;—or that they 
are made of ſuch materials that they cannot ſwim 


without cork : —or do you ſuppoſe, that the ſwine 


were ſo extraordinary fat and plump, (being fed in 
Paleſtine, a land flowing with milk and honey) 
that their weight made the very devils ſink? If 


you do, I muſt tell you plainly, that the idea which 


you have formed concerning what kind of being 
a devil is, differs widely from what I ever under- 


A ſtood from Seriprure®, or have read on the ſubject. 
Nay, 


® It 3 is ak of remark, 8 though Moſes in Deut. 
xxxii. 17. tells us of DYJY Devils ; and in 1 Sam. xxviii. we 
read of the Witch of Endor, yet, in no part of the Old Teſta- 
ment (as far as I can charge my memory) do we hear of de- 

moniacks. But in the time of Jeſus and the Apoſtles, and for 
© ſome 
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Way, from the very paſſage itſelf under confidera-- 
tion : for if thefe demons had power to enter into, 
and abide in theſe demoniacks unperceived by the 
human eye; and alſo thus ſuddenly to enter into 
the whole herds of the ſwine, it is manifeſt, they 


muſt haye been ſpirits: but you need not rely 


on my bare word for this; for if you will pleaſe 
to take the trouble to look into Johnſon's 
Dictionary, you will there find, that DEMON de- 
notes @ ſpirit ; and as he farther obferves, generally 
an evil one. Now, I ſuppoſe, you need not be 
told chat a ſpirit is an immaterial being, and con- 
ſequently cannot be drowned, or ſuffocated in wa- 
ter. I have indeed heard my grand-mother, and 


other old women, talk of drowning witches ; but 
never in all my life before, did I ever hear, or read 


of drowning the devil, That great diſcovery, was 


undoubtedly reſerved for you, Sir, and which may 


ſome centurjes after in the primitive church“, there was an aſto- 
mſhing number of them; ſo that they were almoſt as numerous 
as the beggars in our ſtreets at preſent ; though 1 verily be- 


lieve, that many of them greatly reſembled ſuch of ours as go 
about with pretended diſeaſes, in order to obtain a livelihood 


in idleneſs, rather than hy honeſt induſtry. However, thanks 


be to God, and the prevalence of reaſon, and common ſenſe, 
we have not for ſome centuries been troubled with them 


except now and then @ Cock-lane ghoſt, or a Yattan taylor; but 
then, the demons are not ſuffered to enter into ſwine. No! 


No! the exorciſing miniſters love pork, and know the value of 
2 tithe pig too well, to ſuffer it to be thus wantonly deſtroyed, 


* Archbiſhop Tillorſen obſerves, that the particular gift of caſting out 


devils, continued the longeſt ; for which he gives a curious reaſon. Serms 


fo ili, vol. Jo page 1255 Edit. 1735. 5 
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juſtly be reckoned the greateſt, and moſt wonder. 
ful diſcovery of this, or any other age. 1 

As to what Mr. Swain obſerves, page 67, 
« Would our author have us reject the miracles 
« of Moſes, becauſe they were the occaſion of 
cc much loſs and damage to the Egyptians ?” 
ſcarcely deſerves notice, were it not to expoſe its 
abſurdity, and at the ſame time ſhow, what a miſe- 
rable ſubterfuge he 1s obliged to have recourſe to, 
in order to evade the force of my objection, 
For every one the leaſt converſant in Scripture 
knows, that THz Loss and bau ſuſtained by 
the Egyptians, was a juſt puniſhment upon them, 
firſt, for their ill uſage of, and cruelty to the 
Iſraelites, by the hard labour they forced them to 

undergo, and the drowning, and otherwiſe de- 
ſtroying their infants, And, ſecond, for their re- 
peated diſobedience to God's word, and their ob- 
ſtinacy in refuſing to let them go, according ta 
God's command by Moſes. But, this can by no 
means be ſaid to be the caſe of the ſwine, or as 1 
can find, the owners thereof. 

As I have already exceeded the limits allotted to 
this Letter, I muſt poſtpone the conſideration of 
your examination of my 5th, and 7th, objections to 
another opportunity, 


I am, Sir, 
Your's, &c. 3 
D. LEVI. 


K LE T- 


— 


r 


MR. S WA IN, 


-OCCASLONED BY His 


Examination of Mr. David Levi's Objections, 


EN H 
ANSWER ro Dx. PRIESTLEY's 
FIRST LETTERS ro rur JEWS. 


By DAVID LEVI, 


| AUTHOR or LINGUA SACRA, THE CEREMONIES or Tix * 
| JEWS; Sc. 1 


dr Px "wan DDD M0) DN 8 


Is A1an, xliv. 6. 


op WD MON) 0 W 
Da. xl. * 


0 8 2 s * FR 
2 — ears ones 9. "— 85 3 uy 23 n 4 . N 4 
— - 


* 8 4 * * A 665 6. 
a ** 

% 
4 i 4 


LETTER ro Mu. SWAIN, 


REV. SIR, 


1 Have tead your examination of my objections 
&c. And in anſwer thereto, muſt inform you, 
that you will find ſeveral of the arguments con- 
tained in the ſaid examination, noticed in my Let- 
ters to Dr. Prieſtley, &c. in the preceding part of 

this pamphlet. As to that part which-contains the 
prophecies, it will be duly conſidered in my Diſ- 
ſertation on the Prophecies; ſo that I fhall at 

Preſent confine myſelf to your queſtions, page 8, 
viz. fſt.« Whether the doctrine of the Trinity 
c has any foundation in the Old Teſtament.“ 
2dly, «Whether it is inconſiſtent with the Unity 
of the Divine Nature.” 
As to the firſt queſtion, it muſt be remembered, 


that in my Anſwer to Dr. Prieſtley” s firſt Letters to 

the J eus, 1 have ſhewn, that the Old * eſtament 

always inculcates a perfect Unity, as may be per- 

ceived from the paſſages there quoted, beſides a | 
number of others. But, as you have obſerved, 

1 page 11, that © Several paſſages occur in the Old 
| « Teſtament, in which the plural number is uſed, W 1 
68 though God alone is ſpoken of.” 1 think it 1 


Proper to ſay a few words in anſwer thereto. In 
the firſt place, if you were at all acquainted wit W p 
the 
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che ficred language, you would have known, iſt, 
that the verb is ſometimes in the fngular®, and the 


nominative in the plural; and ſometimes the verb 
in the plural, and the neminative in the ſingular. 
Sometimes the verb is in the feminine, and the ſub- 


ſtantive in the maſculine, ad. An adjective ſingu- 


lar +, is ſometimes joined to a ſubſtantive plural; 
beſides a number of others of the like import, that 
are peculiar to the Hebrew. And had you been 
acquainted with it, you would not then have writ- 
ten in the manner you have, page 11. for you there 


| fay, © Would it not, moreover, have been an im- 
| © propriety in the language of Moſes, in books, 
| © and in a revelation intended to eſtabliſh the 
« unity of the Godhead in oppoſition to idolatry, 


«* or a plurality of gods, to make uſe of ſuch ex- 


* preſſions in {peaking of the Creator of all things, 


© as imply more than one, if there were no foun- 


dation for ſuch expreſſions?” Now I think, 1 


have ſhewn by the foregoing rules, that the lan- 
guage of Moſes does not countenance or imply 
the exiſtence of any more than one. And if ſome 
one that is intirely ignorant of.the language,in which 


Moſes wrote, ſhould fancy to take it into his head 


to draw ſuch concluſions from it; is Moſes to be 
blamed for it, any more than a man is for plant- 


ing a tree, becauſe ſome madman was pleaſed to 
hang himſelf on it? I know there are ſeveral, 
who, 1 in order to Jcſtabliſh the doctrine of the Tri- 


| * Ste the Syntax, in Lingus Sacra, * xv. ſect. i. 
page 364. + Ibid. 
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| nity | from the Old Teſtament, obſerve that DN 
is a plural noun; but in Lingua Sacra, radix d, 
I have ſhewn what is the true ſenſe of it. How- 
ever, if I ſhould for argument's ſake allow, that 
this noun, or your verb, (Gen. i. 26.) implies a 
plurality, the doctrine of the Trinity, would by 
no means be eſtabliſhed thereby : for what proot 
can you, or any other produce, that a plurality de- 
notes a Trinity, and no more? I may as well ſay, 
that it implies vo, 1wo hundred, two thouſand, and 
ſo on ad infinitum : ſo that to eſtabliſh a plurality, 
is in truth, eſtabliſhing PoLYTHeISM. 

But as you obſerve, page 18, There are 
ct many places in the Old Teſtament, in which a 
ce perſon is ſpoken of, to whom the honours, 
| © works, worſhip, and titles of God are aſcribed, 
« yet in a manner, that implies a diſtinction, or 
85 « ſome kind of difference.” 1 ſhall take notice 
of a few of them, the limits of this letter not ad- 
mitting of the whole ; neither do I think it necel- 
ſary ; for as they are all built on the ſame miſtaken 
principles, the confuting of one, is confuting of 
all. 5 * 

; Gen. xxi. 17. « And God heard the voice of 
< the lad; and the angel of God called to Hagar 
« out of heaven, and faid unto her, What aileth 
5 thee, Hagar ? Fear not ; for God hath heard the 
voice of the lad where he is. Ariſe, lift up the 
e Jad, and hold him in thine hand, for I will make 


cc him a oreat nation.” 


On this paſſage you ob- 
ſerve, Ibid. * God and the angel of God are 


2 a _ 
$8 | 
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« ſpoken of as diſtinguiſhed, and yet the authority 
. and power is aſcribed to the angel—Z7, ſays the 


ce angel, will make him a great nation. Two in name, 


but one in power and authority.” So this, Sir, 
is the proof, that the angel is God, and God is 
the angel; two in name, but one in power: this 
is a curious diſcovery, and which I never heard of 
before. For though angels are ſometimes in a 
figurative ſenſe called DMN, yet, do we never 


find in any part of the Old Teſtament, that God 


is called IND Angel. The reaſon is obvious; for 
as TRID (derived from the radix TN?) in its pri- 
mary ſenſe, denotes à meſſenger*: the angels are ſo 
called, becauſe they are ſent on meſſages by God. 
And this was the caſe here; for it firſt ſays, And 
God heard the voice of the lad; it does not ſay, the 
angel heard the voice of the lad, but God, and 
then we find that he angel (or more properly the 
| meſſenger) of God called to Hagar out of heaven. 
And thus he continues ſpeaking in the character 
of a meſſenger : for he ſays, Fear not; for God 
hath heard the voice of the lad, where he is. And 
therefore, when he ſays, for Iwill make him a graut 
nation; it is evident, that he was ſpeaking in 


And thus is 1891 properly tranſlated in Hagg. i. 13. and 
N derived from the ſame root, a meſſage. ** Then 


ſpoke Haggai the Loxv's meſſenger in the Lord's meſſage unto 
the people, ſaying, 1 am with you faith the Lord,” This is 


Juſt as the angel ſaid to Abraham, in your ſecond example, on 


which you pretend to lay ſo much ſtreſs ; but which I ſhall 


new to be nugatory. 


1 2 God's 
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God's name: for thus God himſelf ſaid to Abra- 
ham, verſe 13, And alſo of the ſon of the bond- 
« woman will J make a nation.” And in the 
fame manner does the angel expreſs himſelf in 
your ſecond example, Ibid, xxil. 15. The angel of 
the. Lord called unto Abraham the ſecond time, and 


Jaid, by myſelf I have ſworn, ſaith the Lerd, On 


this paſſage you obſerve, * To the Lox, and 


ce the ANGEL OF THE LORD, thus nem by 


te attributed.“ But, i is it poſlible that a inter 
of the Goſpel ſhould thus attempt to pervert the 


true ſenſe of Scripture, in ſo bare-faced a manner? 


For what power and authority, I muſt aſk you, 
is here attributed to the angel, any more than to 


a common meſſenger? „ By mysSELF I Have 
«SWORN, faith the Lord,” Hence it is manifeſt, 
that the angel did not ſwear, but only told Abra- 


ham, that the Lord had ſworn by himſelf. And 
which, I think, makes intirely againſt your hy- 


potheſis; for the angel does not ſay by ourſekves have 


wwe ſtwern; but that the Lord ſaid, that HE had 


ſworn by hinfelf. Hence it is manifeſt, from the 


expreſs words of the angel, no power or authority 
is attributed to him, but, on the contrary, is ſim- 


ply conſidered as a meflenger of Jehovah : and I 


inſilt upon it, that whoever attempts to draw a 
concluſion from thence, that the fame power and 
authority is therein attributed to the Lord, and 
the angel of the Lord, * — Wenk head, 
or a bad heart, {Ki 
The 
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The ſame objection lies againſt your other ex- 


amples; conſequently, it would be ſpending of 


time to no purpoſe to go over them; but in doing 


which, my folly in combating them, might appear 
as conſpicuous, as yours in urging of them. Ho. . - 
ever, I can by no means avoid taking notice of 
one more, which ſeems to be your ſheet anchor, 


in order to expoſe the groſſneſs of its abſurdity, 
and the bare- faced miſapplication of the true ſenſe 
of Seripture, which your concluſions from thence 
contain. This, perhaps, you will ſay, is harſh 


language; but deſperate diſorders muſt have deſ- 
perate remedies; and this is no mean caſe, it is 
the honour of Jehovah, whoſe name hath been : 


profaned among the nations; it is my zeal for the 
Lord of hoſts, that Co me to make uſe od 


ſtrong language. 


You obſerve, (page 400 cc If it ſhould be id 


« that God, Lord, and the angel of God, are 
© in every reſpec ſynonimous, and that no dif- 


ference of perſonality can be fairly collected from 
* thence, let Exod, xxiii. 20. 23. xxxii. 34. xxxili. 
14. be conſulted.” -. Surely; Sir, you muſt have 


conſidered your readers as no better than heads of 
onions, when you wrote this: for what perſon poſ- 
| ſeſſed of common ſenſe is there, that does not 
| know, God, Lord, and the angel of God, are not in 
every. reſpect ſynonimous? and that there is a 


difference of perſonality ? Nay, ſo great a dif- 


| ference that Gop denotes THE CREATOR, and 
| ANGEL 
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rr 
| ANGEL or Gop, A CREATURE, the work of his 
hands, and his ſervant, and meſſenger. 

I ſhall examine what you ſay concerning the 
examples, You ſay, (page 20,) my In the firſt of 
« theſe paſſages, (Exod. xxiii. 20, &c.) the Lord 
_« ſays, Behold, I ſend an angel before thee, to 
« keep thee in the way beware of him, and obey 
c his voice, provoke him not; for he will not 
* pardon your tranigreflions ; for my name is in 
c him. But if thou wilt indeed obey his voice, 
&* and do all that I fpeak, then I will be an ene- 
« my'to thine enemies, and an adverſary to thine 
& adverfartes. For mine angel ſhall go before 
* thee, and bring thee in.” On this long quo- 
tation, you make the followjng curious obſerva- 


tion. What can any one make of this paſſage? iſ | 
« —Here are evidently two mentioned, one that 
4 ſends, and the other that is ſent; the latter cal- W ; 
“ led angel, the angel of God; mine angel, empha- f 


c tically fo ſtiled, and concerning whom it is de- 
« clared my name is in bim. Now, Sir, give me 0 
leave, in my turn, to aſk, What can any one 
make of this paſſage? Why, nothing more than 
that God tells Moſes and the people, that he 
will ſend his angel before him, to keep him in 
the way, &c. And therefore God commands them 
to obey his voice, and not provoke him : and for 
which he immediately gives the reaſons, for he will 
not pardon your tranſgreſſions ; i. e. it is not in his 
power to pardon, becauſe he is but a ſervant: but 
then 


Ma. 


then, my name is in him; ; that is, whatever he ſays 

unto you, you muſt be obedient to; becauſe my 
my name is in him ; i. e. what he fays, is in My 
NAME, by my particular order and command. 

And as a demonſtration of the truth of this expla- 
nation, God ſays farther, But if thou wilt indeed 
obey his voice, and do all that 1 ſpeak, not all that he 
ſpeaks, but all that I ſpeak, for he only ſpeaks in 
my name, then will 1 be an enemy to thine enemies, &c. 


Here God ſays again, I will be an enemy, &c. 


And thus he expreſſes himſelf at the end of verſe 
23, and I will cut them off. Hence it is alſo ma- 


informed them, that the meſſenger ſent, had not 
| power to pardon their tranſgreſſions, nor to re- 


| conſider him in no other light, than his angel, (or 
| meſſenger, ) and hence we may alſo perceive the 
| the propriety of the ſubſequent verſe, where God 
| warns them from bowing down to the gods of the 
| Canaanites, &c. As to the expreſſion mine angel, 
I think it is clear, that no other inference can be 
| drawn from it, than that the angel was ſo called, 
| the ſame as all other creatures are called God's 
| creatures, becauſe they are all created by him, 


| meſſengers. Suppoſe now, Mr. Swain was to tell 
| a perſon, whom he wanted to direct to a certain 
| place, „Iwill ſend my ſervant to ſhew you the 
| way to —.“ and that perſon was to infer from 
thence, 
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nifeſt, that in this paſſage God took the moſt ef- 
fectual care to guard them againſt idolatry : for he 


ward their obedience; and therefore, they were to 


and when ſent on a meſſage by him, are called his 
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thence; that Mr. Swain, and the ſervant ſpoken of 
to be ſent, was one and the ſame perſon. I am 
fully perſuaded that, Mr. Swain would look on that 
perſon to be either a fool, or a madman. From 
all which it is demonſtrable, that the paſſages 
afore cited do not countenance the ſuppoſition of 
a plurality of perſons 1 in the Godhead*. And I 
am confident that whoever holds ſuch plurality, 
violates the ſecond great commandment, Thou 
SHALT HAVE NO OTHER GODS BEFORE ME, Hav- 
ing already exceeded the propoſed limits of this 
Letter, I muſt poſtpone the conſideration of your 
ſecond queſtion to another opportunity; and ſub- 
ſcribe mylelt, he 


Sir, 


Your moſt obedient humble ſervant, 
. EY 1 


According to your mode of reaſoning, when Moſes ſpeaks 
in the perſon of God, and ſays, I did, or will do fo and fo, &c. 
or ye ſhall keep my ſtatutes, &c. we are to infer from thence 
a plurality of perſons in the Godhead: This, I doubt not, you 
would be the firſt to explode for its abſurdity ; but I muſt tell 
you plainly, that the abſurdity of this ſcheme, 1s not greater 
than that of yours: and therefore, if you cannot produce 
better arguments in ſupport of the doctrine of the Trinity 
than you have done; I cannot help remarking, that you have 


then done more real i injury to it, tan! its moſt bitter · enemie: 
could do. | 
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ANSELM BAYLY, 


* "DREAD SIR, 


WII the utmoſt fubmiGivencfs, I preſume 


to addreſs a few lities to you, concerning 


your Remarks on my Letters to Dr. Prieſtley; 
but which, I ſincerely hope, will not be the cauſe 
of arouſing you from a ſtate of calmneſs, ſerenity, 
and pleaſing ſelf- meditation, to a ſtate of reſenti- 
ments, reproofs, documents, refreſhing breezes, 


animation, light and fire“. At any rate, it ſhall 
not be my fault, as I ſhall ſtudiouſly avoid ſaying 


88 any thing, that may induce you to put that dreadful 


threat, contained in the following paragraph, into 
execution. Ol chat dreadful ſentence | I know 
not how to tranſcribe it; the bare mention of it, 
has thrown me into a tremour, ſo that my hand 


can ſcarcely do its office; I wiſh it was once well 
over: however, I will, ſummon up all my ſtrength 


and try. „J would not (page 53,) have uſed 


«+ ſharpneſs. towards. you, for the. love I bear 
« you.” This ts kind: it is balm: it is comfort 


to my ſpirits: but alas! the cup is ſoon daſhed 


from my lips, by what follows. © Had you not 


„Remarks on Mr. Levi's ſecond —_ page 49. 
« uſed 
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uſed audaciouſneſs and contempt towards my 
Lord and Maſter, whom and whoſe cauſe I 
* regard more than property, honours, and life 


« itſelf. 1 hope you will aſk his pardon, or at 


te leaſt, evermore be ſilent before him—on theſe 


« conditions only, I remain your friend, firmer 


ee than ever: but if you offer again to touch his 
* NAME, WORD, and CHARACTER, with profane 
« lips and profane hands, I will tear you to pieces, 
you and your Sacra Lingua“. 

Ah! wo is me, alas! for the day that I was 
born! How ſhall I eſcape this dreadful ſentence? 


For dread Sir, I am afraid, I muſt plead guilty ; 
for that * crafty, naked, fly ſerpent of oldf,” as 


you are pleaſed to call him, has again beguiled 
me, and drawn me in to do, what you had fo 
ſtrictly forbidden me doing, by his ſecond Let- 
ters to the Jews, in which he has arraigned my 
want of candour, &c. This, induced theſe pro- 


fane hands of mine, to pen an anſwer thereto; and 


which I much fear, has undone me. But what 


is worſe, as I apprehend, is, that ſeveral good 
and zealous Chriſtians, have been acceſſary, in 


aiding, aſſiſting, and abetting me thereto, by 
commenting and remarking on thoſe Letters of 
mine to Dr. Prieſtley. Whether you. will be 


24 ke is to be ſuppoſed, that paſſion had almoſt choaked and 
blinded poor Anti-Socinus; ſo that inſtead of ſaying properly, 
Lingua Sacra, he' wrote, Sacra Lingua. Or perhaps, like 
the witches, who ſay their prayers backwards. 

I Dr. Prieſtley, 
| U 2 _ pleaſed 


2 — ee ee W rene OFT EAT 5 


1256 irn 


pleaſed to account them, as acceſſaries before, or 
after the fact, and in either caſe, admit me as an 


evidence againſt them, by which means, I and 


my dear Lingua Sacra, may eſeape the ſo- much 
dreaded ſentence, reſts in your auguſt breaſt, to 


whoſe clemency I now ſubmit. But, dread Sir, if 


you ſhould not be pleaſed to exerciſe that clemen- 
Cy, (which heaven avert) by granting the remiſſion 
of my puniſhment for this crime, What will then 


become of me? But why do I talk thus? It is not 


my own fate I deplore; it is not for myſelf I 
feel: it is for my darling child, who I find is to 
be involved in the guilt of its parent: it is there 
I am wounded; there I feel the pangs of a parent. 


As for me, you may darken my day lights, (page 


8 tear me to pieces with your nails and teeth; 
ut ſpare, O ſpare! my poor offspring, my dear 


Lingua Sacra: it is for the fate of that darling 


of my ſoul, in whom all my joys are treaſured 
up, that my heart bleeds! As you are a parent“ 
yourſelf, I am ſure you muſt be ſenſible what a 
fond parent muſt feel for a darling child, on ſuch 


an occaſion... Do but aſſure me, that the. dear 


innocent thing ſhall be ſafe, and I will chearfully 
ſubmit to your deciſion without a murmur. But, 
dread Sir, wherein could that dear child of mine 


have offended you? I hope, it is not meant to 
carry your reſentment ſo far, as to puniſh the in- 
nocent babe, becauſe, its father hath been naught, 


— 


* An author. 
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if it has been faulty, give it due, and wholeſome 


correction, (for I know that thou canſt well weild 
the birchen rod*;) but do not Es it to a violent 
death. 


But, methinks 1 TEAR you ſay, i is it not equally 


as wicked and profane, as its guilty father? For 
in the firſt place, does it not clearly prove, that 
Elobim is uot a plural appellative. Second, does it 
not likewiſe prove that MP does not denote a vir- 
gin, but a young woman; beſides ſeveral other pro- 


fane ſubjects of the ſame nature, and import, as the 


ſceptre departing from Judah, &c. &c. And dare 


you now have the effrontery to aſk me wherein it 
hath offended? I tell thee, that both you, and your 


| deteſted offspring, ſhall feel the utmoſt vengeance 
| of my fury, if I once get you within my clutches. 
| You, your wicked brat, and Dr. Prieſtley, that 


ſerpent of old, that firſt drew you in to make ſcho- 
laſtic diſtinctions of the ſecond perſon in the 


Trinity, ſhall be ſerved, as Calvin cauſed Michael 


Servetus to be ſerved, as I have mentioned in my 
preface: in plain Engliſh, ye ſhall all be burnt. 
This, Sir, 1s a dreadful ſentence indeed! To be 
burnt alive, 3s moſt ſhocking to the mind! And 
is there no way to eſcape the frightful ſentence ? 


Is there no friend to intercede? No kind hand to 
lend its aid? No advocate or counſel, to plead in 
| behalf of me and mine? Alas! what ſhall I do? 
| Let me pauſe, and conſider. Ha!” a ſudden 
thought has ſtruck my mind! relief is near at 


* Vide, Monthly Review, for February, 1788. 
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hand: ſurely! my guardian ange} "WY me with it, 

It is this, 1 at once appeal from you, and your ſen- 
tence, And this I am warranted to do by all laws, 
both human and divine; For none allow a perſon 
to be both accuſer and judge in his own cauſe ? © 
now appeal to the tribunal of the impartial and 
candid public, where I am fure to meet with juſ- 
tice; for thanks be to God, and the civil power of 

_ theſe realms, we are not as in Spain and Portugal, 
where malicious and ſpiteful prieſts, may burn the | 
loyal ſubjects of the ſtate like faggots. No, Sir, 
fince the reformation, and glorious revolution, thefe 
abominable and horrid perſecutions have ceaſed in 
this country. And that they may ceaſe in every 

other, and univerſal love, benevolence, and unani- 
mity take place of them, is the fincere, and moſt 
ardent with of my foul. Amen. 

As you are no longer my judge, it is lawful 
for me, in my turn, to become your accuſer. 
This, Doctor, is a fair retaliation : and retaliation, 
you know, is one of the precepts of the Mofaical 
diſpenſation: for the perpetuity of which I con- 
tend. But to the point. In your remarks on my 

in Introductory Letter to Dr. Prieſtley, (page 17,) 

W you quote my words (from page 4,) thus: You 

4 here invited our nation to an amicable diſcuſſion 

| of the evidences of Chriſtianity.” On this 
you remark, Here, Mr. Sincere Inquirer after 

F _« Truth, you fib again. It doth not appear that 

[} % Dr. Prieſtley, in his Letters, invites the Jews to 

| « any diſcuſſion of the evidences of Chriſtianity, 

ce but 
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* but to a mere and ſimple acceptance of it.” 
Now, Sir, I do not accuſe you of ſimply fib- 
bing, but I accuſe you before the Majeſty of the 
people, with being guilty of a moſt ſhameful, and 
bare-faced falſehood; which charge contains the 
following counts. Firſt, For inſulting and giving 
the lye dire& to Dr. Prieſtley, by alledging that 
he did not write, what he actually did, and thought 
proper to write. Second, For charging David M 
Levi, with quoting what Dr. Prieſtley did not |} 
write; but which in truth, he, the ſaid Dr. Prieſt= | 
ley did write. To this charge, what do you ſay 1 
priſoner at the bar, Guilty, or not guilty? Not 
guilty. Then we muſt produce evidence in ſup- ; 
port of our charge. Read the title to Dr. Prieſt- 
ley's firſt Letters to the Jews. © Letters to the 
« Jews, INVITING THEM TO AN AMI- 
** CABLE DISCUSSION OF THE EI. 
„ DENCES OF CHRISTIANITY. By Jo» | 
e ſeph Prieſtley.” Now, foreman of the jury, 
what ſay you, Is the priſoner guilty ? Guilty, my 
Lord, of both counts, by uttering and publiſhing 
a, premeditated, and barefaced falſehood againſt 
truth and reaſon. Nothing remains now, but 
for the court to paſs ſentence, and which 1s, | 
Nor 10 bang yourſelf i in a conventicle, or ſtab your- 1 
felt with the. ſbarp end of - a. ſtylus, as you inſinuate 
Dr. Prieſtley ought to do. But to live, and repent 
of your follies, is the ſincere wiſn of your much 
injured friend. 
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